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This report summarizes an assessment effort that 
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focuses on the academic achievement and attitudes of students in the 
St. Louis (Missouri/ 1 metropolitan court-ordered desegregation program 
administered by the Voluntary Interdistrict Coordinating Council. 
Chapter I is a brief introduction that discusses the initiating court 
orders, a previous evaluation, and the structure that provided the 
guidance that resulted in this study. Chapter II discusses the 
evaluation design and data collection procedures, Chapter III 
presents the key findings, and Chapter IV contains steps for possible 
implementation in the next year. Data were collected for students in 
grades 4, 6, 8, and 10 for students in 16 suburban schools 
participating in the transfer program and all black students in the 
integrated, non-integrated, and magnet schools of St. Louis. From the 
21 most important findings, several issues are identified. One of the 
most important is the attitudes of students in the transfer program. 
Until this study has been replicated over time, firm conclusions 
cannot be drawn. Nine tables and 16 graphs present study findings. 
Ten appendices present details about the study methodology and 
results, student writing samples, and survey forms and contain an 
additional 155 tables of study results. (SLD) 
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ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT PERFORMANCE AMD ATTITUDE FOR THE 
ST LOUIS METROPOLITAN AREA COURT ORDERED DESEGREGATION EFFORT 

1991 

Robert W. Lissitz 
University of Maryland 
consultant to the 
Voluntary Interdistrict Coordinating Council 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report summarizes the assessment effort which began in the 
sumit er of 1990 and completed its first year in the summer of 1991. It is 
the initial stage of a longitudinal study that focuses upon the academic 
achievement and attitudes of the students in the St. Louis metropolitan 
court ordered desegregation program administered by the Voluntary 
Interdistrict Coordinating Council (VICC). The report is organized by first 
presenting a brief introduction (Chapter I) which covers the initiating 
court orders, reference to a previous evaluation and the structure that 
provided the guidance that led lo the development and implementation of 

this assessment study. . 

The second chapter of this report concerns the evaluation design and 
data collection procedures. That section details the nature of the 
students and the instruments used, along with some methodological issues 
such as pre-transfer equivalence and instrument/curriculum fit. It also 
has a detailed description of cautionary issues that should be kept in 
mind it is followed by Chapter III, which presents tho key findings and 
the discussion of these findings. The final chapter of tne report contains 
a set of next steps for possible implementation next year. 

A series of filings resulted in the requirement for the current work 
being summarized here. The final filing was issued by the U.S. District 
Court, Eastern Division, on June 8th, 1990, ordering a study that would 
compare transfer students with those in the magnet schools, integrated 
and non-integrated schools in St. Louis City. The Court order of June 8th, 
1990 not oniy called for the comparison of these four groups of students 
or. an achievement test and writing exeicise, but also called for the 
development and utilization of an attitude survey to supplement other 
information. The District Court approved the ViCC plans for the 
assessment design on August 17, 1990. These plans had been developed by 
the consultant to VICC and modified through extensive discussion (and 
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some negotiation) with VICC Subcommittee members until they were 
approved by the entire VICC. 

The research design for this study involved collecting data on the 
four groups of students at grades 4, 6, 8, and 10. Students in the 16 
suburban school districts participating in the transfer program, and all 
black students in the integrated, non-integrated, and magnet schools in 
the City in these four grades were included in this study. The study is to 
be a replicated (two separate groups of student cohorts), longitudinal 
study, continuing for several years, to allow us to see the developmental 
changes in these same students over time. The study targeted student 
performance on ttv* mathematics and reading sections of the Stanford 
Achievement test, anc * Writing Assessment activity. The attitude survey 
gave demographic information about the student's home as well as 
opinions summarizing a series of personal beliefs. These focused upon 
such topics as attitudes of school personnel, friends at school, personal 
work habits, and support from home. 

Information was also collected on past achievement on the 
CTB/McGraw Hill California Achievement Test, and the Cognitive Abilities 
Test. These variables and socio-economic status as measured by the 
demographic items were used to adjust performance on the achievement 
tests. In this way, we attempted to correct for initial differences in the 
groups that had nothing to do with the school programs themselves. 

The full report contains a long list of concerns. A careful 
interpretation of the results must be made. The concerns include: 
problems with adjusting for past differences; differences in school 
districts* curriculum match to the achievement tests; response rates; 
misuse of calculators by some students; lack of purity of the definition of 
the four groups with students traveling from school to school; as well as 
ideas traveling from teacher to teacher; the influence upon performance 
and attitudes by non-school factors; the selectivity of the outcome 
measures and the fact that they ignore some very important variables; and 
that the attitude survtv can be faked. For some students, the test taking 
was not part of the regular testing program, and these students expected 
no personal consequences from their performnce. This was true of most 
of the transfer students and could have had a negative impact upon their 
scores. Finally, most of the transfer students were pulled out of their 
regular classes to take the tests and the attituae survey, while the city 
students were assessed in their regular environment and were not, 
therefore, stigmatized. 

The following is a very brief listing of some of the most important 
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comments in the full report. The reader, including school personnel, is 
cautioned to r&member that interpretations are tentative: 

1. With few exceptions, the pre-transfer data (known as covariates 
or adjusting variables) indicate that the magnet students have the highest 
pre-transfer achievement scores, and the transfer students usually have 
the second highest set of scores. 

2. Nearly aSi statistical tests are significant, despite the varying 
sample sizes. In other words, very few of the 'ifferences are due to 
chance. This is true even in the case of the adjusted analyses. Five non- 
significant results were obtained at 10th grade, and two at 4th grade. 
With the exception of one of these non-significant results, they all occur 
with the most encompassing adjustment (it is labeled V in the full 
report), 

3. In every case, the combination of adjusting variables which used 
nearly all the pre-transfer information provides the most explanatory 
power in the attempt to understand the differences between all the 
students. This analysis is also based upon relatively few students due to 
missing data. 

4. The group identification of the student as enrolled :n a non- 
integrated, integrated, magnet school, or transfer school provides very 
little explanatory power, even though statistically significant differences 
exist. In other words, if you use the group in which a student is enrolled 
to predict the student's performance, you would not be very accurate. 

5. Prior intelligence measured by the COGAT provides more 
explanatory power than the prior achievement information and nearly as 
much as all the information combined. One reason for this may be that a 
measure of intelligence is often the most reliable of the set of 
covariates available. Being more reliable allows one variable to 
correlate better with another variable. 

6. The relatively high performance of the magnet school group 
greatly lessens when adjusted for prior ability. In other words, students 
who enter as higher ability students tend to continue demonstrating 

higher performance. 

7. In many cases the achievement of non-integrated and integrated 
students moves to more closely approach that of magnet students when 
corrected for prior differences. 

8. In contrast to the previous observation, the transfer student 
achievement tends to be lower relative to the other groups when adjusted 
for prior differences, with the exception of 10th grade. Some except- 
ions also occur with 8th grade mathematics. 



iv 

9. In nearly all cases, the uncorrected performance by magnet 

students is highest. 

10.. The rank order of mean performance of transfer, non-integrated, 
and integrated students varies from grade to grade and from subject 
matter to subject matter. 

11. Progress across grades is observed on all achievement data for 

all groups through grade 8. 

12. The tenth grade data indicate a nearly level or even a lowered 
performance when compared to 8th grade for the Stanford achievement 
data for all group , except the transfer students. Transfer students 
continue showing progress in tenth grade. 

13. Writing Assessment results indicate increased performance 
from 8th grade to 10th grade for all groups. 

14. For most attitude items, even those that are significantly 
different for two or more groups, the differences in the means are not 
great, except in a few cases. 

15. The largest differences between the groups occur in the items 
having to do with the student's preference for school in the suburbs and 
his or her perception of parents' preference. In each case the direction of 
the differences indicates that the transfer students and their parents 
have the most positive view of being in school in the suburbs. 

16. It should also be noted that the items on school preference elicit 
the most disagreement of any items from non-integrated, integrated and 
magnet students, as we would expect. 

17. In most cases, the four groups have reasonably similar 
responses. There appears to be a slightly less positive attitude among 
transfer students in 4, 6, and 8th grades. 

18. This slight difference in attitude is not seen in 10th grade, but 
clearly, there is a high correlation (degree of relationship) of mean 
attitude across aii four groups at all grades. 

19. The correlation of both attitude items and achievement to 
months in the transfer program is essentially zero. 

20. The median (middle) level of performance of the total group of 
students, relative to the national norm group, indicates a very low level of 
performance. Half of the students sco:ed in the low twenties in terms of 
their national percentiles on most of the achievement variables. 

21. While the average performance recorded here is very low, it 
should be recognized that a full range of performance was obtained by 
students in the study. In other words, some of these students scored at 
the highest level possible on the Stanford. 



9 

ERIC 



s 



V 



These results pose a challenge to everyone. It is to learn what 
accounts for the successes that are present. If the result ng 
understanding can be generalized so that improvement in performance und 
attitude can be obtained for all students, we will have done a wonderfui 

thing. , A . 

One of the outgrowths of this effort is the development of a writing 
improvement manual that could be made available to teachers. An 
examination of this manual and its application to defining good writing in 
a concrete manner can be helpful to the schools. 

It is the recommendation of this report that task forces be 
identified to address a series of issues that are raised by this data. As an 
example, perhaps one of these should be the further examination of the 
attitudes' of the students in the transfer program. It may be that the 
attitudes of African-American students in the transfer program are not 
different from other students in the recipient schools. This could be 
determined. It is not necessarily true that any causal factors will be 
associated with the actions of the transfer schools' administrations, 
teacners or pupils. We just don't know. 

Another area that might be identified for further work is the 
development of a follow-up system to examine long range effects of the 
transfer program. For exar.ple, it might be possible to look for changes in 
work behavior of students after they graduate from high school. Such 
factors as job opportunities following graduation, and ability to live 
successfully in an integrated world are two more such examples. 

It remains true, though, that being able to change achievement and 
attitudes is important. The data suggest that there are many examples of 
successful students with positive attitudes in these schools, despite the 
overall results. Whether their success is due to the school program or to 
home factors or to something else is not clear from these data. 

Another particularly important question involves exploring 
improvements in the definitions of the four groups. There is some 
migration of students from school system to school system which raises 
questions about attributing success or failure to the actions of a single 

school system. .... 

A factor that test publishers' studies have shown to be of potential 
significance is that of the students' and teachers' familiarity with the 
testing instruments. It is well known that school performance, relative 
to the fixed norms of the test, tends to increase during the first few 
years of adoption of a new instrument. Since the plan for this evaluation 
is longitudinal, a built in correction for this phenomenon exists if it is 
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present. 

This is a replicated longitudinal study (two cohorts of students are 
to be followed through the system), as noted above, and we wiii look at 
trends in the data across future years of the study. Until replicated over 
time, we will not draw firm conclusions. The truth may be that 
additional large increases in school development as indicated by mean 
achievement gains of students are not obtainable through a transfer 
program approach. In other words, a transfer model might enhance other 
variables affecting school performance, but at this time we do not have 
sufficient evidence documenting such a phenomenon. Perhaps programs 
that are quite different from current academic environments would have 
an impact. Ar indicated several times above, though, transfer programs 
can still be considered an important public policy for other very good 
reasons. At this time we can draw no final conclusions. 
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1991 

Robert W. Lissitz 
University of Maryland 
consultant to the 
Voluntary Interdistrict Coordinating Council 



Chapter I. INTRODUCTION 
A. Overview: 

This report summarizes the assessment effort which began in the 
summer of 1990 and completed its first year in the summer of 1991. It is 
the initial stage of a replicated, longitudinal study that focuses upon 
academic achievement as well as the attitudes of the students in the St. 
Louis metropolitan court ordered desegregation program administered by 
the Voluntary Interdistrict Coordinating Council (VICC). The report is 
organized by first presenting a brief introduction (Chapter I) which covers 
the initiating court orders, reference to a previous evaluation and the 
structure that provided the guidance that led to the development and 
implementation of this assessment study. 

The second chapter of this report concerns the evaluation design and 
data collection procedures. That section details the nature of the 
students and the instruments used, along with some methodologal issues 
such as pre-transfer equivalence and instrument/curriculum fit. It also 
has a detailed description of cautionary issues that should be kept in 
mind It is followed by Chapter III, which presents the key findings and 
the discussion of these. Chapter IV of the report contains a set o? next 
steps that are recommendations for possible implementation next year. 
An effort has been made not to burden the reader w?»h unnecessary detail 
in the body of the report. Many of the documents are included as 
appendices which are attached to the report. Supplementary documents 
exist that can be made available from the consultant along with more 
detailed presentations of the data. 
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B. Motivation for Study: 

A considerable interest in the success of this "remedy" resides in 
the members of the community as well as in the staff and professionals of 
the schools themselves. After some discussion among various 
participants, the courts have, again, become involved and ordered 
evaluations. A previous report issued by Dr. Steven J. Osterlind of tht 
University of Missouri at Columbia was based upon a large scale 
assessment of the transfer program. That study was the result of a direct 
U. S. District Court order issued on December 13, 1988. The District 
Court also ordered a comparison study on February 17, 1989. These 
orders were the result of the Court of Appeals which, on July 14, 1988, 
ordered an assessment and referred the task to the District Court for the 
details. 

The Osterlind report generated a series of responses including those 

from 

- the City (1/31/90 and 4/90), 

- Caldwell (3/90 and 5/90), 

- the State (4/90), and 

- the County School Districts (5/90). 

These filings resulted in the current work stipulated by an order 
from the District Court, which, on June 8th, 1990, required a study that 
would compare transfer students with those in the magnet program, 
integrated and non-integrated schools in St. Louis City. The Court order 
of June 8th, 1990 not only called for the comparison of these four groups 
of students on achievement measures, but also called for an analysis of 
attitudes of the same students to supplement other information. 

The District Court approved the VICC plans for the assessment 
design on August 17, 1990. These plans had been developed by the 
consultant to VICC and modified through extensive discussion (and some 
negotiation) until they were agreed to by the VICC assessment 
subcommittee. In addition to the motivation and guidance supplied by the 
Courts, was a sincere interest on the part of numerous parties to have 
this study implemented. More will bo said about this in later sections of 
the introduction, but it is certainly true that many groups have a deeply 
felt interest in the results of this study of the VICC program. 
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C. The Osterlind study: 

Dr Osterlind was retained by the VICC and guided in his effort by the 
brief court order of December 13, 1988. His first report titled "Report on 
the Academic Attainment of Students in the Interdistrict Student 
Transfer Component of the Settlement Agreement" was issued in 
December of 1989. His executive summary details, in b.'.af form, the four 
general questions that guided his study: 1) What is Me current level of 
achievement of the Transfer students?, 2) Has the level of achievement of 
the Transfer students changed during their enrollment in the Voluntary 
Transfer School program?, 3) How does the current level of achievement 
of the transfer students compare to that of the students enrolled in the 
St Louis Public Schools?, and 4) What kinds of tests, test scores, and 
other quantifiable data were relayed to the researcher for analysis? The 
'sport is quite long and contains numerous comments, but the following is 
a very brief summary of the results as presented in Dr. Osterlind's 

executive summary: 

1. Transfer students* achievement ;evel is below the national 

average. 

2. No achievement level differences were related significantly to 
the number of years in the transfer program, although a modest trend in 

the data was noted. 

3. Transfer students appear to make normal gains in achievement 

each year in school. . 

4. Transfer students are achieving at a level that is significantly 

higher than that of St. Louis Public school students. 

5 Transfer students appear to perform at the same level as magnet 
students. In year two of h 5 s study, this changed to a finding of 
significantly lower performance when compared to magnet students. 

There are two primary issues that were raised regarding the 
Osterlind study. These should be mentioned here since they prompted 
considerable discussion. The first is the issue of the pretransfer 
equivalence of the students entering the transfer program and those that 
remained in the city schools. The study did attempt to look at pre- 
transfer equivalence, but limited data made the conclusions somewhat 
tenuous. The second issue was that of not having a single instrument to 
measure the academic achievement of students. Instead, the various 
instruments in use in the region were converted to Normal Curve 
Equivalents to form a common scale. 

13 
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The debate that followed that study sensitized the committees 
involved in advising the current principal investigator. The result, as will 
be seen in the later section describing the methodology of this study, was 
to modify the design to try to decrease controversy by at least two issues. 
Many complex decisions were made in this study, just as were made in the 
earlier one We hope that the process usee* to come to agreement will have 
secured more consensus about these matters. It is clear to anyone who 
studies evaluation that the real world necessitates compromise, although 
we feel confident that this study has succeeded in gathering information 
that is reliable, valid, and useful. The replication of our study with next 
years cohort will provide evidence to support or refute this. 

D. Development of the Current Proposal: 

This project was developed in July, August, and September of 1990 
following a letter of July 26, 1990 inviting a design for an assessment of 
students involved in the transfer program. This letter of request was 
initiated by Susan Uchitelle, Executive Director of VICC. August 1, 1990 
was the date of the first meeting with the VICC Assessment 
Subcommittee. This committee consisted initially of approximately 10 
members. It was a diverse group with initial representation from the 

schools, the NAACP, and parents. 

A number of basic assumptions summarized in a memo by Lissitz 
(the principal investigator) dated July 31, 1990 were discussed by the 
Assessment Subcommittee. These included that the study would: 1) be 
longitudinal as well as cross sectional; 2) utilize a single achievement 
test for all students and schools; 3) involve an attitude scale, 
achievement data, and a writing sample; 4) assess African-American 
students from integrated, non-integ rated, magnet schools and the transfer 
program; and 5) incorporate the need for pre-transfer data in an effort to 
examine the equivalence of the students prior to their entering the 
transfer program. The Assessment Subcommittee ana the principal 
investigator developed and modified the proposal to the point where there 
was agreement on each of the critical characteristics of the new 

evaluation proposa| To VICC; date d August 31, 1990 was 

presented to the full VICC on September 12, 1990 and approved at that 
time This committee was considerably larger than the Subcommittee on 
Assessment, and even more representative of the various const.tuencies 
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that were involved in the initial law suit. After the entire proposal had 
been discussed in great detail by the Test Assessment Subcommittee and 
then again by the full VICC it was approved. 

Since approval of the overall proposal, considerable discussion has 
taken place on a regular basis at monthly meetings of the Subcommittee. 
All critical issues germane to the design and implementation of the study 
have been presented to the Subcommittee in great detail, and, after 
considerable comment and frequent modification, have been approved. 
This project has had the benefit of considerable scrutiny and good advice 
from a very diverse group of people representing key constituencies in the 
St. Louis area. The final decisions are, of course, the responsibility of 
the consultant. / 

E. Implementation of the study: 

The evaluation has been, as indicated in the previous section, a 
united effort under the direction of the principal investigator with 
considerable support from the advisory committee, the VICC, the City 
schools, and the suburban school districts. A specific group that has 
played an important role in the implementation of the study is the test 
-coordinators of the individual school systems. The principal investigator 
met with them on several occasions to discuss the test administration 
procedures. Initially, there was some confusion about their role being 
that of an implementation group and not policy determiners. Despite this 
confusion on the part of a few members of that group, they were 
interested in facilitating the study, and were responsible for its 
implementation in each district. 

The Psychological Corporation was also helpful in the utilization of 
the Stanford Achievement Test. Through the assistance of the local 
representative, Darlene Patrick, they made sample material and 
administration manuals available to school personnel. Since most of the 
schools had not been using the Stanford, this was especially helpful. In 
addition the help of Measurement Incorporated of North Carolina through 
the consultation of Wendy Littlefair, was secured for the Writing 
Assessment phase of this project. She is very well known for her 
expertise on scoring writing assessments and shared this information 
with the principal investigator, St. Louis City writing assessment 
personnel, and the VICC Subcommittee on Assessment. Finally, the VICC 
staff was of continuing assistance, including especially Susan Uchitelle, 
the executive director, and Ronald Franklin, head of the computer system. 

o 1 f) 
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The VICC Subcommittee on Assessment and several members in 
particular have been instrumental in the development and implementation 
process As indicated above, this committee, under the guidance of the 
chair, Dennis Peterson, has been deeply involved in every phase of this 
project All members of the committee have participated in the 
discussions and have worked hard to come to agreement before any 
particular element of the evaluation was implemented. 

In summary, this evaluation has been the result of continuous and 
extensive discussion involving representatives of every faction having an 
interest In interdistrict transfer. Their support has been critical to the 
successful completion of this effort. 

Chapter II. EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURE 



A. Students: 

Saint Louis City is a moderately sized school district with 42,910 
students enrolled as of March 16, 1990. Of this number, using available 
data there are 29,005 African-American students in grades 1-12 and 
8 688 white students enrolled in the same grades. In addition are a few 
students for whom there are no race codes and students in kindergarten 
counted in the total, but not in the breakdowns. This is an urban system 
with a predominantly African-American student population, although there 
are students who are neither African-American nor white. The districts 
that participate in the transfer program were initially identified because 
they are suburban with a predominantly white student body. 

The following sections describe the students that were specifically 
selected to be included in this study. The following outline of information 
is deceptively simple to read. The decisions that are implied by this 
summary took considerable time to make and represent the results of 
extended discussion with the VICC and its many advisors as described 
above. 

1. Groups: The research design has divided the students into four groups: 

non-integrated schools in the city, 
integrated schools in the city, 
magnet schools, and the 
transfer program. 
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The distinction between integrated and non-integrated schools is a 
legal definition based upon a Court's designation of schools at a particular 
point in time. Due to changing demographics, some of the schools on the 
list of integrated and the list of non-integrated schools have shifted in 
the percentages of African-American and white students. For example, 
Adams, Wyman, L'Ouverture, Mullanphy, Webster, and Southwest from the 
City are considered integrated schools, yet over 65% of their students are 

African-American. 

According to information provided to the author of this report, 
selection of students to a magnet school is currently based upon a lottery. 
Before the adoption of a lottery, selection was based upon a process 
involving waiting in line to make application or sending applications 
which were processed on a first come first served basis. In neither 
scenario have persons working in St. Louis City schools described the 
selection as a competitive process based upon student ability, except ;n 
the case of the Metro, Enrigh' and Kennard schools. In this sense, the 
labeling of these schools as magnet does not necessarily imply that the 
students are different. 

2. Selection Criteria: The following characteristics describe the 

students in this study. . 
1. All students in this assessment are African- American. This is a 

decision that was made for us by the Courts. 

2 Those who are in the transfer program have been enrolled, at a 
minimum, long enough to be completing their second year of enrollment in 

the Spring of 1991. 

3. No phase II students in special education or students whose IEP 

requires non-standard testing were included in the study. 

4. No students coming from private schools directly to the transfe 
program were included. This may not be true of the other 3 programs. 

5 No special selection criteria were applied to the integrated, non- 
integrated or magnet school students other than current enrollment and 
attendant during a testing period. Since this is a longitudinal study, 
there were two related reasons for including all students. One was the 
concern with loss of students over the years of the study. The second was 
that there were fewer students in each grade in the City than we had first 
thought. 

3 Grades- The decision of the VICC assessment subcommittee and the 
final design has assessment occurring at 4, 6, 8, and 10th grades. This 



17 



8 



provides coverage throughout the school years, including the elementary, 
middle and secondary levels. In addition, it allows the longitudinal phase 
of the study to occur earlier than if fewer grades had been selected. Since 
the first replication occurs in the third year of the study, this design 
defines two cohorts of students to be followed through school. 

4. Schools: The following districts are involved in the transfer program 
and had students included in this study: 



Affton Mehlville 

Bayless Parkway 

Brentwood Pattonville 

Clayton Ritenour 

Hancock Rockwood 

Hazelwood Val,e Y Park 

Kirkwood Webster Groves 

Ladue St - Louis 

Lindbergh All magnet schools were included in the stuay. 



B. Instruments: 

There are three primary sources of data for the VICC assessment 
study: the St. Louis Metropolitan School Survey, the core academic 
subjects of the Stanford Achievement Test, and the Writing Assessment. 
There are additional sources of information that provide a record of pre- 
transfer equivalence of the students so that proper comparisons can be 
made. The Stanford Achievement Test and the Writing Assessment look 
carefully at the academic achievement aspects of the school experience. 
In other words, we looked at the traditional areas of reading, writing, and 
arithmetic. Although the reading and arithmetic are paper and pencil 
objective measures, the writing is a performance measura. Each 
instrument is described below. 

1. Saint Louis Metropolitan School Survey: The St. Louis Metropolitan 
School Survey is unique in this study for its examination of attitudes as 
an integral part of the school context. It was the belief of many people, 
long before this consultant became attached to this project, that a study 
that omy focuses upon academic achievement will miss a very important 
part of the matrix which defines the relationship between student and 
school. For example, How are students who choose to transfer to county 
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schools different from students who chose to remain in city schools?, or 
How do transfer students change as a result of their experiences in county 
schools' The development of the Survey was oriented toward two primary 
purposes. One was to focus upon the family, including determination of 
its socio-economic status and the degree of parental "merest in the 
transfer program, and the second was to look at school related attitudes. 
Examples of the diverse set of school related attitudes are locus of 
control (taking personal responsibility or blaming others for successes or 
failures), attitudes toward other races, and willingness to accept new 
situations and new friends. 

These attitude areas are complex, and sensitive, and very important 
to gaining insights about student success and how the transfer program 
impacts upon the attitudes of the students. It is widely recognized that 
family socio-economic status is related to school performance, but less 
well understood is the relation of performance to student attitudes. For 
these reasons, the development of this instrument proceeded slowly and 
carefully. It is important to provide a brief history so 'hat the reader can 
understand what was meant by the phrase "development of this instrument 
proceeded slowly and carefully." 

The original conceptualization of the survey project owes much to 
two measurement specialists who have been closely allied with the VICC 
study since its inception, Daniel Coates, and Roger Edwards . Several 
years ago, while still employees of the St. Louis City Schools, they began 
thinking seriously about the construction of a survey that would assess 
attitudes that the students emselves thought were important in 
determining the success of the desegregation effort. Even though they had 
considerable experience with public schools, they wanted to proceed, as 
much as possible, with direct guidance from the students themselves. 
They began with a series of focus groups in which African-American 
secondary school students, both participants and non-participants in the 
transfer program, were encouraged to freely discuss attitudes that they 
thought might be affected by the transfer experience and were important 
to being a African-American student in school in metropolitan St. Louis. 
The students were very cooperative and raised a number of issues that 
were both sensitive and meaningful. 

The notes from these focus groups were the basis for development 
c" the first set of survey test items. That draft of the survey went 
t rough a number of modifications under the consultant's guidance. The 
process was conducted with a realization of the risks associated with 
studying sensitive issues and a commitment to the belief that, without 
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this attitude information, the VICC assessment study would not be nearly 
as meaningful. Several decisions were made, including attempts to 1) 
reword some of the original items, 2) target areas for study with more 
than one item in each area, 3) have coverage of a wide number of critical 
areas, 4) have a simpler form of the survey for fourth graders, and a more 
complex form for sixth, eighth and tenth graders, 5) do a pilot (tryout) of 
the survey, and 6) use this opportunity to gather some socio-economic 
status information which could not legally be obtained from existing 
records. 

The form went through a large number of formal reviews, especially 
by the VICC Subcommittee on Assessment. This Subcommittee was 
inititally widely representative of the school professionals, the NAACP, 
and parents. The versions were improved greatly by many contributions 
including those of Virginia Beard, Vernon Beckmann, Daniel Coates, 
Roger Edwards, Odessa Farreil, Jerry Powers, Susan Uchitelle, and 
others on the subcommittee and on the VICC staff. Some advice from the 
faculty at the University of Maryland was also sought and received from 
Dr. Robert Hardy (an educational psychologist), Dr. Martin Johnson (a 
mathematics educator), and Dr. William Schafer (a psychometrician). 
Some of Dr. Johnson's work has been summarized in a chapter titled 
"Minority Differences in Mathematics" and appeared in the monograph 
titled "Results from the Fourth Mathematics Assessment of the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress", 1989 available from NAEP. Dr. John 
Robinson, a demographer and survey specialist with the Sociology 
Department at the University of Maryland was quite helpful with the socio 
- economic status items. Several of these people were candid in their 
perception that this was a challenging task. 

Once two drafts of the survey (one for fourth graders and one for the 
other students) existed in a scannable format that represented our "best 
effort", the VICC Subcommittee authorized the pilot study. This pilot 
stuHy involved students at fourth, sixth, eighth, and tenth grades from 
schools in both the City and the suburbs. Each classroom administration 
was monitored by someone on the VICC staff or on the Assessment 
Subcommittee who then discussed the process and individual items with 
the students who had just completed the form. The discussions were 
guided by a set of standard questions that had been developed, with advice 
from the Subcommittee, for use in all pilot classrooms. Everyone's 
observations were then shared in a general discussion conducted by the 
consultant and extensive notes were made with numerous changes 
resulting on the survey forms and the accompanying instructions. 

20 
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Particularly helpful in this discussion and in recommending changes were 
Beard, Coates, Edwards, Farrell, Powers, and Uchitelle. 

In addition to this direct contact with students and teachers, we 
had the student's responses which had been input to a floppy disk under 
the direction of the VICC data manager. These data were analyzed at the 
University of Maryland by a series of calculations producing the mean, 
standard deviation, and score distribution of every item. We also 
calculated the interrelation matrix, principle components, and Vanmax 
rotated components for each form of the instrument. The results of the 
analysis were shared with Roger Edwards and Dan Coates and some 

additional changes were made. 

The pilot work was extremely valuable in modifying items that had 
been identified as objectionable to reduce the source of the concern 
expressed by the students. The VICC Subcommittee also spent 
constable time developing a process for administration which we felt 
would alleviate much of the concern that African-American students nad 
because they were being singled out for this assessment study. 

Although the above history focused upon the item construction side 
of the Survey, there were also separate instructions developed for 
administration of the fourth grade form and the upper grade form. These 
instructions were . eluded in the discussions, were a part of the pilot, 
and were modified considerably as part of this development process. We 
also spent a great deal of time developing a parent letter, a detailed 
information sheet, and an informative news item for the regular VICC 
parent newsletter. The schools, in many cases, added additional 
communication items to those that were sent to parents and school 
professionals. 

There were also three monthly meetings held by VICC with test 
coordinators from all school districts. These meetings included agenda 
items on how to prepare the students for all assessment activities, how 
to administer the instruments, and how to schedule make-up assessments. 
These agenda items were in addition to sessions that elicited extensive 
advice on the instructions for the writing assessment, and especially the 
survey. These sessions were helpful and greatly influenced the 
development of the instructions eventually used for the actual 
administration. 

Finally, the revised forms and instructions were presented to the 
VICC Subcommittee for final approval, which was forthcoming. Their 
approval was forwarded to the full VICC who also approved the Survey for 
use in the schools. The surveys were administered in the schools during 
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the months of March and April. Copies of the Survey and the 
Administration instructions are included in Appendix One. 

2. Stanford Achievement Test: The Stanford Achievement Test Series, 
eighth edition (1988), The Psychological Corporation, Harcourt Brace 
Jovanovich, Inc. was selected for the assessment, specifically the reading 
and mathematics subtests. Reading consists of a total reading score and 
scores for word reading/reading vocabulary, and reading comprehension. 
Mathematics consists of a total mathematics score and scores for 
concepts of number, computation, and applications at grades 4, 6, and 8 
and just a total mathematics score at grade 10. All results are presented 
in terms of scale scores, with the exception of one table of percentile 
scores. These scale scores cannot be compared across subject area, but 
they can be compared developmental^. In other words, a student's growth 
can be observed across time by watching the change in the scale score. 
The standard administration instructions recommended by Psychological 
Corporation were utilized. 

3. Writing Assessment: The writing assessment is a performance based 
Indicator of the student's ability to express him or herself in written 
form. The writing assessment used in this evaluation study is similar to 
what is currently used in many States in the United States, as well as 
what is used in St. Louis City. The discussion of inclusion of a writing 
assessment phase in 'his study included the following issues: 

1. It is a measure of academic achievement in an area that is very 
important. 

2. All schools teach writing so there is less of an issue of the 
curricular match and there is support for the importance of the 
assessment to the curriculum. 

3. It is performance based and free response, unlike the multiple 
choice Stanford. The response form is different and therefore increases 
the generality of the findings, 

4. It further adds to the validity of the evaluation by complementing 
other measures of school performance identified in the Stanford (reading 
and math). Written communication is different from but probably equally 
important to mathematics and reading. The Language arts subtest of the 
Stanford would be somewhat duplicative and, in the interest of efficiency, 
not recommet.ded. 

5. Written and oral communication were suggested by the original 
student focus groups stating that language was one area strongly 
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influenced by the transfer program experiences. The cost of doing oral 
communication assessment would be very great. 

The following outline presents the basic characteristics of the VICC 

Writing Assessment. 

1. Type of Writing: Narrative/descriptive - for example, using a 
prompt that asks the student to describe something that happened in the 
past. The actual prompt used in 1991 is included in Appendix Two. 

2. Time allotted: A total of 40 minutes announced in three parts. 
The administrator nc jfies the students when there are 15 minutes left 
and again when there are 5 minutes left. 

3. Number of Prompts: One prompt has been used. 

4. Score scale: A single score is provided and is a relatively 
holistic judgement of the quality of the communication. A six point scale 
was utilized and the score will be the average of two independent raters. 
The 4th grade is scored separately from the 6, 8, and 10th grades. In 
other words, two separate assessment scoring efforts was mounted for 
the 4th grade and for the 6, 8, and 10th grade. 

5. Rubric: The rubric generated by St. Louis is included in Appendix 
Three, although it was not initially reviewed with the readers who did the 

scoring of the prompts. 

6. Instructional guide: A very useful resource manual has since 
been provided by Wendy Littlefair specifically as an outcome of the VICC 
study It was not available for use by St. Louis, although we would be glad 
for it to be used by any teacher in the future. The manual was developed 
using actual papers from the 1991 assessment. It is annotated by Wendy 
Littlefair so that teachers can understand how the scores were 
determined. St. Louis' scoring has a heavier emphasis upon mechanics, 
according to Wendy Littlefair and in contrast to state evaluations with 
which she is familiar. The instructional guide is in Appendix Three. 

7. Answer Sheets: The St. Louis answer sheets were adopted. The 
I D. Information is in an optical scannable format as are the scores. 

8. Instructions: Instructions for the administration and collection 
of the data are included in Appendix Two. Notice that these describe to 
the student the nature of the required writing, and the time limit. The 
instructions also provide the administrator with model answers to 
questions that were anticipated. 

9. Scoring: Two separate scoring sessions were arranged, one for 
4th grade and one for the other grades. Local teachers from St. Louis 
City and from the suburban districts were paid to do the rating. Their 
demographic characteristics are as follows: 
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Elementary Group 
County 
City 



no. 

applied 

8 
93 



no. 

offered 

8 
24 



no. 

repon. ng 

8 
12 



Middle and High School Group 

County 9 
City 39 



9 
19 



7 
12 



no. 

Elementary Group 

County 8 
City (3 experienced) 12 

Middle and High School Group 
County 8* 
City (7 experienced) 15** 



white female male 



2 
9 



0 
6 



6 
3 



8 
9 



8 
11 



6 

3 



** 



1 scorer carried over from the elementary group 
3 scorers carried over from the elementary group 



0 
1 



2 

12 



Note that all the County applicants who applied were offered positions, 
although two did not show at the scoring sessions. You will also notice 
that there was considerable diversity among the raters. 

10. Date of administration: The month of March was allotted for the 
administration of the writing assessment. Districts were encouraged to 
make every reasonable attempt to get responses from every eligible 
student. 
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C. Pre-Transfer Equivalence: 

The problem with using a pre-existing, intact groups evaluation 
design is that there is no way to tell if the students were equivalent 
prior to their entry into the different school programs. In other worus, 
perhaps because of differences in motivation, interest, or even abili'./, the 
students who go to the magnet program, or the transfer program, or even 
the integrated and non-integrated schools may differ in ways that have 
nothing to do with the programs themselves. We have worked closely with 
St. Louis city to try to identify information that may be useful in 
determining the degree of pre-existing equivalence of the students in this 
study. Our hope is that such data will enable us to examine this question 
of the degree of pre-equivalence. As mentioned in an earlier section of 
the paper, this was raised as a critical issue with regard to the Osterlind 

study. . . ««» . 

St. Louis has been able to provide California Achievement Test - 
1977 (CTBCAT-77) scores (CTB/McGraw Hill, Inc.) and the Cognitive 
Abilities Test (COGAT, Riverside Publishing, Inc.) scores for many of the 
students in this study. Since students enter the transfer program and 
magnet schools at different times, it was impossible to get data from the 
same year on all students. We decided to obtain data from the most recent 
test date available from St. Louis. In other words, if a student entered the 
transfer program in 1988, we tried to use their 1987 test scores, if 
available. If not available, we tried to get their 1986 scores, etc. 

In order to have data from the CTBCAT-77 that reflects differences 
in ability rather than differences in the number of years in school, it was 
necessary to use Normal Curve Equivalent scores (NCEs). The scale scores, 
which we have used for most of the rest of the data analyses, tend to 
increase with year in school. This is because they were placed on a single 
developmental scale that spans all years of schooling. CTBCAT NCEs were 
available for total reading, total math, and total battery. The COGAT has 
comparable scale scores for verbal, quantitative, and non-verbal ability. 
They are not developmental like the Stanford, but are based on a national 
mean of 100 as the average ability level. 

We also had tried to collect information on the socio-economic- 
status of each of the students who filled out the Survey Instrument 
demographic section. This information was used in some statistical 
analyses to determine the pre-transfer equivalence of each of the 
students in each of the groups. Unfortunately, a great deal of this specific 
data was missing. 
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The result was five approaches to correcting the data for pre- 
transfer equivalence, and these are described as follows. The same Roman 
numerals are used later to describe the same adjustments: 

I. Adjusting for prior achievement in the same general area as 
the current achievement being examined. The CTBCAT 77 Total Reading 
score or the CTBCAT 77 Total Mathematics score was used for this 
purpose. The prior reading score was used to correct the current Stanford 
reading scores and the Writing Assessment score. The prior mathematics 
score was used to correct the current Stanford mathematics score. In 
this way, aiiferences in prior overall achievement levels were 

statistically equated. 

II. Adjusting for prior achievement using the overall total 
battery score of the CTBCAT 77. This was used to statistically equate all 
f students for prior achievement levels. 

III. Adjusting for Socio-Economic-Scale. This adjustment 
uses the information available from the attitude survey demographic 
items. An index was used to combine the item scores so that an overall 
indication of SES can be obtained and used to equate students for SES 
differences. 

IV. Adjusting for ability differences prior to this year. The 
COGAT verbal, non-verbal, and quantitative scores were used to provide an 
indicator of ability. These scores were used to equate all students for 
ability level. 

V. Adjusting for five pre-existing conditions. In this case we 
did a statistical equating of students for differences in their COGAT 
verbal, non-verbal, and quantitative, SES, and CTB total battery. 
Differences that remain are not due to variation predictable from these 
indicators. 

D. Building the Master Tape: 

The data from the various elements of the evaluation were each 
readied for analysis as separate scoring activities. Before the overall 
analysis can be done, each set of data for a specific grade had to be put on 
a single floppy disk. The master file was constructed under the direction 
of Ron Franklin of the VICC office. The result is a file with every 
student's data in a form readable by the SPSS micro-computer package. A 
back-up copy has been retained by the VICC office. The master file is the 
culmination of a number of efforts, including the St. Louis City schools 
data processing department and the data processing unit at Parkway 
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schools. The University of Missouri at St. Louis also provided a great deal 
of help. 

E. Analysis: 

The statistical analysis used the SPSS package running on a 
microcomputer at the University of Maryland. Dr. William D. Schafer, a 
faculty member of the University of Maryland, Department of 
Measurement, Statistics, and Evaluation has performed most of the 
analyses. The details of specific statistical procedures are covered in 
the Results and Discussion section. 

F. Overall Issues and Cautions: 

Any study can be criticized and this is especially true of field based 
evaluation studies such as the one summarized in this report. There are a 
number of issues that might be suggested as complicating the 
interpretation of the results. A thoughtful critic of this study might not 
only raise these questions, but would also conclude that caution in 
interpreting the results of this study is very much warranted. Follow-up 
studies and the continuation of this longitudinal study are necessary to 
build confidence In any specific interpretation of these results. 
Particularly missing In this data set is information about the specific 
educational programs being offered in these schools. In other words, this 
is not a process oriented study. 

1 One of these issues is the pre-transfer equivalence mentioned in an 
earlier subsection of this report. If the transfer program or the magnet 
program attract more motivated and brighter students, then their test 
scores will be higher. This elevation in test score will not.be necessarily 
attributable to the programmatic features, but in part at least due to 
these pre-program differences. We have tried to adjust the data using 
statistical procedures, but no statistical procedure is completely 
adequate to this task. No mathematical model currently available 
captures the full range of factors that relate to achievement. This 
approach is the best that we have, given the intact groups nature of the 
study. 

2 Another issue has to do with the match between the regular curriculum 
of the schools and the assessment materials. The survey is probably 
equally unfamiliar to ail students in all programs. The writing 
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assessment may be somewhat to the advantage of the St. Louis City 
students. The prompt is new to every student in the study, but the 
advantage, if there is one, could come as a result of the historical 
emphasis upon writing in the St. Louis City schools. Other districts may 
respond to this assessment by increasing their own emphasis upon 
writing. St. Louis City was also in charge of the scoring and continued the 
relative emphasis on mechanics versus content that has characterized 
their program for some years. Other districts that placed more emphasis 
on content might be at a very slight disadvantage. The scoring itself was 
very fair since raters did not know where the papers were written and 
who the students wore. Although the emphasis might differ in each 
school distict, all students are taught writing and so one might not expect 
a very strong advantage for St. Louis City. 

The Stanford Achievement Test has been the test used by the City 
for the third year in 1991. This is enough time that the curriculum in the 
City might be expected to shift toward the content domains of the 
Stanford, thus providing a second advantage to the City. Parkway and 
Rockwood also have used the Stanford prior to the onset of this evaluation 
study, and since they have a large number of the transfer students, any St. 
Louis' advantage would be mitigated. It is unfortunate that we were not 
able to design the study so that no identifiable question of an advantage or 
disadvantage could be associated with any of the school districts, but we 
could not. What has happened is that the advantage, if there is one, has 
been minimized in this research design. In the opinion of the principal 
investigator though, if there has been an advantage it is minimal, but its 
effect is to favor the St. Louis City students. 

3. A third issue, for some critics of the study, might be the percentage of 
students who participated in the assessment in each district and the city. 
If the critic is right that lower ability and less motivated students are 
more likely to be absent during testing, an advantage will accrue to the 
schools with the lower rate of test compliance. The information on 
missing data is available and has been examined and commented upon in 
the Results and Discussion section. Unfortunately, the policies and 
procedures that different systems used to improve their response rates 
were not united into one system. All school systems were told that we 
wanted to achieve a 95% response rate for each assessment device. They 
were also encouraged to be lenient toward students who had trouble 
meeting the testing dates tc schedule make up times in an effort to get 
maximum response rate. The schools were not equally successful in this 
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effort. In other words, it probably was harder for some to meet this 
challenge than for others. 

4 A fourth issue, and somewhat related to the selection of the Stanford, 
has to do with the use of calculators for the mathematics assessment. If 
a school allowed students to utilize calculators in sections where they 
should not be used, the students' scores would be unfairly elevated. If a 
school did not have calculators available for the test where they should be 
used that school's students would be at a disadvantage. There is some 
evidence that we had a problem with administration of the Mathematics 
Computation section of the Stanford in some middle schools in one 
district. Unfortunately, this will also have an effect upon Total Math. 

5 A very different issue is that of how to take these results and make a 
change for the benefit of the stents. For example, a critic could ask "So 
you did this study, so what? For example, how do you improve the writing 
skills of students so that their performance level goes up on the Writing 
Assessment. Another example might concern the results of the 
Metropolitan Survey and how student's attitudes might be improved by 
changes in the schools. These are important questions and we hope that 
the reader of this report will raise the "So What" issue to paramount 
importance and participate in efforts to make a difference in their 
community. 

6 A sixth issue has to do with the migration of students from school to 
school and program to program. In other words, the school experiences 
for students are not purely associated with integrated, non-integrated, 
magnet, or the transfer program schools. Students sometimes go to the 
magnet school for a few years and then to another school, etc. This makes 
the interpretation of the effect of school program more complex than any 
of us would like. The differences in performance and attitude may be due 
to a very complex combination of historical factors and concomitant 
factors. This migration effect is particularly important for the 
integrated, no n-int*>q rated and magnet school programs where we did not 
put a stringent requirement of time in the program as we did for the 
transfer program. 

7 A related issue has to do with the definition of the content of each of 
the four programs. We have not directly measured them. We do not really 
know if the teachers, the curriculum, the graduation requirements and 
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expectations are the same in the four programs. Not only do students 
move from program to program, but so do the ideas that are incorporated 
in a school program. We do not know if the teachers from the integrated 
programs talk to those from the non-integrated programs sharing ideas 
and experiences, for example. If there is a cross-fertilization, that would 
make interpretation of the differences across program that much more 
complex. 

8. An eighth issue that is true of nearly all school studies, and related to 
no. 6, is that the factors we look at for influence on performance (grade, 
program, etc.) are but some of the important influences upon young people. 
Gangs and friends, T.V. and family and ministers are only a few of the 
outside factors with potentially powerful influence upon students. We 
have tried, through the attitude survey, to examine some of these, but we 
have certainly missed many other sources of influence. 

9. These data are very complex and subject to many interpretations. 
There is, for example, a strong temptation to compare the performance of 
students across the fcir grades and we will occasionally do so in this 
report. It is important to realize, though, that the longitudinal data will 
come in later years and these data are critical to a proper understanding 
of the results. It is surely true that to be cautious and careful about 
interpretations and subsequent actions is a wise approach to these data. 
It is also true that further study of these results will be useful in many 
cases. 

10. Not only are the data we collected complex, and the factors 
influencing success complex, but so is the very nature of the definition of 
success. We have chosen to look at a very small subset of school outcome 
indicators. Many other measures can be suggested and compared across 
the four programs, including the number of students going on to college, 
and the ability of African-American students to function in a 
multicultural environment. There is literature (specific citations are 
available upon request) that suggests that some of these measures are 
successfully manipulated by transfer programs. 

11. Large sample sizes are used in many of the statistical tests in this 
report. It must be recognized that large sample sizes are more likely to 
find trivial results statistically significant In other words, significant 
differences do not necessarily indicate meaningful differences. 
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12 The attitude survey can be faked, and the achievement test can be 
taken with little motivation. For many of these students, particularly 
those in the transfer program, the testing is very "low stakes" (i.e., having 
little consequence for the student). As said in number two, some transfer 
districts are currently using the Stanford, and the test is likely to be 
more "high stakes" for students from those districts. Some districts 
regularly administer ihe Stanford in the Spring and for those districts the 
testing is likely to be more high stakes. Trying hard or not trying hard, if 
that occurs differentially across the four programs could have a powerful 
effect upon the results. The same could be said about sincerely 
cooperating with the attitude survey. 

13. The thirteenth issue has to do with the fact that in the transfer 
program (with the exception of Hazelwood at 4, 6, and 8, and the 
Rockwood School District), the African-American students were pulled 
out of class for the testing. It may be that being pulled out in this fashion 
will cause a negative reaction on the part of the students resulting in a 
suppression of test scores and a reduction in positive attitudes. 

CHAPTER III. DATA, DATA ANALYSIS, AND DISCUSSION 

A. Response Rates and Sample Size: 

A very large number of students were potentially available for this 
study. Many students were not included because they were sick, refused 
to come to school, gave incomplete answers or otherwise refused to 
participate, etc. The first set of data provides the information about the 
response rates and this is organized by grade and by district within grade 
and according to the dependent variable being examined. You will see in 
these tables, that in fourth, sixth, and eighth grades, with the exception 
of the demographic items, the response rate is quite good. We had set a 
goal for ourselves of 95% return. In most cases we were able to obtain 

about 90% return rate. 

Appendix Four contains the same information broken down by 
individual school district. Again, most districts did well. The 
demographic items obviously were avoided by students, even in fourth, 
sixth and eighth grades. The overall response rate in tenth grade was not 
good for any of the data sets. We clearly need to work hard on this 
problem in the next round of testing. The response rate in the tenth grade 
is another reason to be cautious in drawing conclusions. 
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RESPONSE RATES FOR 1991 

FOURTH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 




CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAI RPAHIMft 
1 KJ I ML ncML/invji 


3334 

W W W "T 


282 


3052 


91.5 


X/fY^AOl 11 AQV 


3334. 

W W W *T 


272 


3062 


91.8 




3334 

WWW ~ 


275 


3059 


91.8 


TOTAL MATH 


3334 


330 


3004 


90.1 


CONCEPT G r NUMBERS 


3334 


282 


3052 


91.5 


MATH COMPUTATION 


3334 


288 


3046 


91.4 


MATH APPLICATION 


3334 


313 


3021 


90.6 


WRITING SCORE 


3334 


400 


2934 


88.0 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - MEAN 


3334 


1222 


2012 


60.3 


SURVEY ITEMS - MEAN 


3334 


660 


2674 


80.2 



SIXTH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 




CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


2962 


301 


2661 


89.8 


VOCABULARY 


2962 


293 


2669 


90.1 


COMPREHENSION 


2962 


293 


2669 


90.1 


TOTAL MATH 


2962 


312 


2650 


89.5 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


2962 


290 


2672 


90.2 


MATH COMPUTATION 


2962 


290 


2672 


90.2 


MATH APPLICATION 


2962 


301 


2661 


89.8 


WRITING SCORE 


2962 


464 


2498 


84.3 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - MEAN 


2962 


1106 


1856 


62.7 


SURVEY ITEMS - MEAN 


2962 


603 


2359 


79.6 
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EIGHTH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


• 


CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTA* READING 


2485 


280 


2205 


88.7 


VOCABULARY 


2485 


274 


221 1 

Cm Cm 1 1 


89 0 


COMPREHBJSJON 


2485 


07 A 


2211 


89.0 


TOTAL MATH 


2485 


303 


2182 


87.8 


ffiMT FPT OF NUMBERS 


2485 


276 


2209 


88.9 


MATH COMPUTATION 


2485 


280 


2205 


88.7 


MATH APPLICATION 


2485 


298 


2187 


88.0 


WRITING SCORE 


2485 


417 


2068 


83.2 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - MEAN 


2485 


929 


1556 


62.6 


SURVFY ITEMS - MEAN 


2485 


617 


1868 


75.2 


TENTH GRADE 












TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 




CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


2353 


558 


1795 


76.3 


VOCABULARY 


2353 


545 


1808 


76.8 


COMPREHENSION 


2353 


542 


1811 


77.0 


TOTAL MATH 


2353 


585 


1768 


74.1 


WRITING SCORE 


2353 


697 


1656 


70.4 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - MEAN 


2353 


1246 


1107 


47.0 


SURVEY ITEMS - MEAN 


2353 


907 


1440 


61.5 
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3n addition, there are differing numbers of students in some 
covariance adjustment analyses because more than one variable is 
involved and missing data can accumulate. The following table provides 
the sample sizes for the Analysis of Covariance results. The definitions 
of the analysis are the same as provided earlier and labeled by the same 
Roman numerals. As you can see, the sample size varies from group to 
group and according to which combination of variables is used to correct 
for background information. The sample sizes for the adjustment based 
upon nearly all (V) the students' pre-transfer data is the smallest. This is 
because, missing data from any of the variables causes that student to be 
dropped from the analysis. The table on pages 22-1 and 22-2 also 
indicates that the major problem comes from a lack of information from 
the demographic items on the survey. These items were used to construct 
the SES index. At the same time, it is important to recognize that the 
critical question is not the sample size itself, but whether the equation 
used for adjusting would be the same if all subject's scores were 
available. There is no way to know this for certain and the reader will 
have to decide if the data make sense and if the different analyses tend to 
corroborate or to contradict each other. This presentation is organized 
around many of the observations that seem important to this consultant. 

Note: To interpret the table that follows, please refer to the 
following definitions of the adjustments indicated by Roman numerals, 
(longer descriptions can be found on pages 15 and 16 of this report): 

I. Adjusting for prior achievement in the same general area as the 
current achievement being examined. 

II. Adjusting for prior achievement using the overall total battery 
score of the CTBCAT 77. 

III. Adjusting for Socio-Economic-Scale. 

IV. Adjusting for ability differences prior to this year. 

V. Adjusting for five pre-existing conditions. 

The body of the table contains the sample sizes for each adjustment. 
Also provided are the total number of students in each grade and the total 
number of valid responses that were received for each dependent variable. 
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SAMPLE SIZES FOR ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE ADJUSTMENTS 
AND POTENTIAL TOTAL CASES AND VALID CASES AVAILABLE 



FOURTH Gracte (TOTAL CASES - 3334) 

Dependent variables: TOTAL READING (TOTAL VALID CASES -3052). or 

WRITING (TOTAL VALID CASES -2934) 
Covariance I II HI IV V 

Total Group 2298 20 7 2 814 2295 520 

Non-Integrated 1178 1118 359 1296 288 

Integrated 496 474 143 562 106 

Magnet 254 245 110 286 81 

Transfer 370 235 202 151 45 

Dependent variable: TOTAL MATHEMATICS (TOTAL VALID CASES -3004) 

Covariance I II "I IV V 

Total Group 2222 2197 835 2445 537 

Non-Integrated 1217 1202 376 1387 302 

Integrated 516 509 145 610 109 

Magnet 254 251 111 292 81 

Transfer 235 235 203 156 45 

SIXTH Grade (TOTAL CASES « 2962) 

Dependent variables: TOTAL READING (TOTAL VALID CASES - 2661) or 

WRITING (TOTAL VALID CASES » 2498) 



Covariance 


I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total Group 


2081 


1963 


739 


1705 


439 


Non-Integrated 


883 


863 


245 


840 


192 


Integrated 


378 


371 


119 


383 


95 


Magnet 


336 


333 


132 


354 


110 


Transfer . 


484 


396 


243 


128 


42 


Dependent variable: TOTAL 


MATHEMATICS 


(VALID CASES - 


2650) 


Covariance 


I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total Group 


2185 


2171 


787 


1898 


468 


Non-Integrated 


993 


988 


270 


967 


214 


Integrated 


426 


423 


131 


430 


101 


Magnet 


349 


348 


136 


370 


1 1 1 


Transfer 


417 


412 


250 


131 


42 
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EIGHTH Grade (TOTAL CASES - 2485) 



Dependent variable: TOTAL READING (VALID CASES * 2205) or 

WRITING (VALID CASES - 2068) 



Covariance 


1 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total Group 


1759 


1703 


795 


1605 


593 


Non-Integrated 


625 


617 


220 


629 


186 


Integrated 


249 


246 


104 


256 


91 


Magnet 


353 


350 


177 


373 


153 


Transfer 


532 


490 


294 


347 


163 


Dependent variable: TOTAL MATHEMATICS (VALID CASES 


= 2182) 


Covariance 


I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total Group 


1881 


1875 


820 


1772 


619 


Non-Integrated 


710 


707 


237 


719 


201 


Integrated 


293 


292 


111 


294 


98 


Magnet 


366 


366 


181 


393 


157 


Transfer 


512 


510 


291 


366 


163 



TENTH Grade (TOTAL CASES * 2353) 

Dependent variable: TOTAL READING (VALID CASES = 1795) or 

WRITING (VALID CASES - 1656) 



Covariance 


I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total Group 


1315 


1306 


585 


1200 


461 


Non-Integrated 


338 


337 


97 


314 


79 


Integrated 


167 


166 


39 


158 


33 


Magnet 


288 


285 


95 


278 


81 


Transfer 


522 


518 


354 


450 


268 


Dependent variable: TOTAL MATHEMATICS (VALID CASES = 


1763) 


Covariance 


I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total Group 


1571 


1564 


624 


1433 


489 


Non-Integrated 


434 


433 


102 


403 


81 


Integrated 


250 


246 


49 


228 


41 


Magnet 


342 


341 


111 


326 


92 


Transfer 


545 


544 


362 


476 


275 
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B. Demographic Items Tables: 

These data are the only descriptive information we have of the 
students in the study. Tables are presented at each grade in pairs (with 
the exception of age in months), one for the total student group and one 
which compares the responses on demographic items for the four groups. 
As expected, the students indicate that they are generally eligible for free 
or reduced lunch. They reported a relatively high proportion of college 
educated parents of fourth and sixth graders and much lower proportions 
of eight and tenth graders. This may be due to a lack of knowledge on the 
part of the younger students, although as said above, there is concern for 
the quality of the demographic data. Not only are some of the individual 
demographic items surprising, especially for the younger grades, but the 
lack of relationship to other variables is also surprising. For example, SES 
was relatively unsatisfactory as an adjustment variable in the analysis of 
covariance. 

These data comparing responses on the demographic items tor eacn 
of the four groups are interesting and some general trends emerge. Magnet 
students are (with some exceptions at tenth grade) younger, less likely to 
be eligible for free or reduced lunch, more likely to be living with both 
parents, and more likely to have college educated parents. All the data are 
included in Appendix Five. 

C. Achievement Test Result - Tables: 

1 Reliability of the Writing Assessment: The following set of data 
summarizes the information about the Writing Assessment scoring 
reliability. 

Perfect Agreement 5,329 57.9% 

Perfect or Adjacent Agreement 8,812 95.7% 

Here, you will see that the percentage of papers scored with perfect 
agreement is approximately 58%. A recent scoring of papers in New 
Jersey was accomplished with a 79% perfect agreement and a scoring in 
Maryland, in 1989, achieved 74.5% perfect agreement, as just two 
examples. The St. Louis perfect agreement scoring is a little lower than 
we would expect and our expert on writing assessment, Wendy Littlefair, 
believes it may be due to the limited training provided. More training 
papers and review of the training standards part way through the scoring 
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would probably help improve this statistic. You will also notice that the 
overall rating for adjacent or perfect agreement is*a respectable 96%. 
This is evidence that the ratings sre still reliable enough to be very 
worthy of our best interest and attention. 

2. Data analysis: For many readers the graphs that are in the next 
section of the body of the report will be more easily understood and those 
readers may want to just read the observations in this section and then 
proceed directly to the graphs. For others, the richness of the data is 
better captured by the detailed tables provided in Appendix Six. The 
narrative focuses upon the transfer program. Differences between the 
magnet schools and the non-integrated and integrated programs, while 
important to St. Louis are not the focus of this study. Also, all analyses 
are conducted within a specific grade level. As the reader looks at the 
statistical analysis presented in Appendix Six, he or she will see that the 
organization of each analysis has all results for 4th grade presented first, 
6th grade second, 8th grade third, and finally 10th grade. The first set of 
analyses involves the performance achievement levels of the students in 
each group at each grade level. First are attached the Stanford reading 
data, then the writing assessment results, and finally are the Stanford 
mathematics data for each grade. Each page of data is for a different 
dependent variable and is organized as described in the following 
comments. 

1. The top of each page contains the mean, standard deviation and 
number of cases for the total sample and for each of the four groups. The 
first group for all analyses is always the non-integrated students, the 
second the integrated students, the third the magnet program students 
and, finally, the transfer students are always the fourth group. 
Immediately under this basic information is included the total number of 
students in this analysis and the number of missing cases. 

2. The next section of data on each page of these tables concerns the 
significance tests for the differences between the four groups. The 
reader will see that the test is provided for the raw data and for each 
corrected (adjusted) data set. Each achievement score was corrected in 
five different ways, as explained above in Chapter II, section C and also 

indicated on these tables. 

Observation: Nearly all statistical tests are significant, 
despite the varying sample sizes. This is true even in the case of the 
adjusted analyses. Five non-significant results were obtained at 10th 
grade, and two at 4th grade. With the exception of one of these, they all 
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occur with the V adjustment (see the definitions of the adjustments). 
This is the one based on the smallest sample size. 

3. In the same section of the tables are additional columns for 
proportion of variance in student performance explained by the grouping 
variable (i.e., non-integrated, integrated, magnet, and transfer groups) and 
the covariates (adjusting variables). In other words, each proportion tells 
you how good an explanation you have of the data at which you are looking. 
As indicated in footnotes to these three columns, the data provide, first, 
an indication of the explanatory power of the covariates (adjusting 
variables), second, the explanatory power of the group information after 
using the covariates, and, finally, the explanatory power of just the group 

information by itself. 

Observations: 

a. In every case, the fifth combination of covariates (using 
nearly all the pre-transfer information) provides the most explanatory 
power in the attempt to understand the differences between all the 
students. In other words, if you wanted to guess the score that a student 
would receive, this combination of variables would allow you to guess 
more correctly than any other combination of variables that we studied. 
This analysis, unfortunately, is also based upon the least number of 

students due to missing data. 

b. The group identification (where the student is going to 
school) provides very little explanatory power, even though statistically 
significant differences exist. In other words, guessing a student's score 
from knowledge of which of the four groups he or she were in, would be 

very inaccurate. 

c. Prior intelligence measured by the COGAT provides more 
explanatory power than the prior achievement information and nearly as 
much as all the information combined. In other words, your guess about 
an achievement score would be much better using these data. One reason 
for this may be that a measure of intelligence is often most reliable of 
the set of covariates available. 

4. The last part of the table contains the means for the four groups 
after adjustment for each combination of covariates. These are the means 
that would be predicted to exist if all students were equal to each other 
on each of the covariates. For example, for covariance analysis IV, we are 
assuming that all the students have the same level of intelligence. A 
comparison of these means to those at the top of the page shows the 
differences between the raw data and the adjusted data. 

Tables of mean performance, broken down for each district, are 
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included in Appendix Seven. 

D. Achievement Test Results -- Graphs: 

The data tables are very complex and difficult to understand. For 
this reason, the report has included graphs of selected results. These 
graphs are presenied in sets of three with the first graph showing the 
uncorrected differences in mean performance for the four groups. The 
second graph showing the differences in mean performance for the four 
groups corrected for ability (i.e., based upon adjustment IV). The third 
graph in each set shows the differences in mean performance corrected 
for overall background information (i.e., based upon adjustment V). These 
graphs are accompanied by brief, selected, observations and comments. 
As noted above, the narrative focuses upon the transfer program. 
Differences between the magnet schools and the non-integrated and 
integrated programs, while important to St. Louis are not the focus of this 
study. Also, the graphs are presented with connecting lines drawn across 
grades, but the reader should remember that grades contain different 
students. The lines are there, in part, to help the reader interpret the 
graphs. Interpretations of progress across grades are, as with all 
conclusions in this report, tentative. 

1. The first graph, in each triple, that focusses upon the raw mean 
performance of each group at each grade indicates a number of interesting 
observations. 

a. In nearly all cases, the uncorrected performance by magnet 

students is highest. 

b. The rank order of mean performance of transfer, non- 
integrated, and integrated students varies from grade to grade and from 
subject matter to subject matter. 

c. Progress across grades is observed on all achievement data 

for all groups through grade 8. 

d. The tenth grade data indicate a nearly level or even a 
lowered performance when compared to 8th grade for the Stanford 
achievement data for all groups except the transfer students. Transfer 
students continue progress in tenth grade. 

e. Writing Assessment results ind'cate increased performance 
from 8th grade to 10th grade for all groups. 

2. The second and third graph in each triple also provide some interesting 
observations. 

a. The relatively high performance of the magnet school group 
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greatly lessens wnen adjusted for prior ability. 

b. In many cases the achievement of non-integrated and 
integrated students moves to more closely approach that of magnet 
students when corrected for prior differences. 

c. In contrast to the previous observation, the transfer 
studont achievement tends to be lower relative to the other groups when 
adjusted for prior differences, with the exception of 10th grade. Some 
exceptions also occur with 8th grade mathematics. 

Note: The graphs on Writing Assessment do not connect the fourth 
grade to the other grades. This is because the scoring of fourth grade v/as 
done by one panel of experts and the scoring of six, eight, and tenth 
graders was done by another. This raises questions of comparability in 
the rating scale from fourth to the other grades. You can see that the 
scores drop from fourth to sixth grades, and this is probably an indication 
of the tightening of the standards for older student. 
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30-1 

Notice that the magnet students are performing well above the other groups, at ail grades on the 
Writing Assessment. The transfer students are below the non-integrated students and equal to 
the integrated group in 4th grade. They are below ail three groups at 8th grade. The transfer, 
integrated, and non-integrated groups are almost exactly equal to each other at 6th grade. 
Transfer students are below non-integrated, and magnet students but above integrated students 
in the 10th grade. 
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Writing Assessment 
Corrected for Ability 




Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Grade 



30-2 

Notice, that if the groups are equated for ability differences, the magnet students are still above 
the other groups, but the integrated and non-integrated students are very cioscin performance, 
except at 10th grade. The transfer students remain relatively low at all grades. 
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Writing Assessment 
Corrected for Achievement 
Ability, and SES 




Non Integrated 

• Integrated 
m Magnet 
^ ■ Transfer 



30-3 

When the Writing Assessment scores are corrected for achievement, ability, and SES, the 
magnet students are even more like the integrated and non-integrated students. All three groups 
remain well above the transfer students in performance, despite the leveling off of the magnet 
and integrated students at 10th grade. 
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Stanford Achievement Test 
Total Mathematics 




■p. ■ Non Integrated 
• '■ — Integrated 
■ ■ Majnet 
— Transfer 



Grade 



30-4 



SH^^^^-^ magna, s,uden,s are we,, above all Cher groups a, 
4, 6, and 8th grade. 
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Stanford Achievement Test 
Total Mathematics 
Corrected for Ability 




T 

4 



T 

8 



-o— Non Integrated 
— Integrated 

-a Magnet 

_g Transfer 
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Grade 



30-5 

Again, when corrected for differences in ability level, non-integrated, integrated, and magnet 
students are much more similar. At 4, 6, and 8th grades the magnet students are stiil a little 
above the others and the transfer students are below. At 10th grade all groups perform at 
approximately the same level on Total Mathematics, although transfer students' mean 
performance slightly above all others. Also, notice that the transfe' student performance 
continues to climb, while the other groups have a lower mean at 10th grade than 8th grade. 
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Stanford Achievement Test 
Total Mathematics Corrected for 
Achievement, Abillllty, and SES 




■a — Non Integrated 

» Integrated 
-a — Magnet 

* Transfer 



Grade 



30-6 

When corrected for achievement, ability, and SES the non-integrated, integrated, and magnet 
students perform more alike. With the exception of 10th grade, magnet students are still 
scoring a little higher and transfer students lower. Transfer students have the highest mean 
score due to their continued improvement from 8th to 10th grade. 
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Stanford Achievement Test 
Total Reading 




■o — Non Integrated 
♦ Integrated 
-■ — Magnet 
— Transfer 



30-7 

The raw Total Reading scores show a much higher performance level for magnet students at all 
JSTiK the* students do not show any improvement fron 8th to 10th grades. The non. 
inTeo«\eTintegrated, and transfer students are approximately equal in performance at 
ana^Btf^ade^ At 10th grade, transfer students show a continued improvement, bringing them 
closer to the magnet students. 
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Stanford Achievement Test 
Total Reading 
Corrected for Ability 




Non Integrated 
• Integrated 
■ ■ Magnet 
X Transfer 



Grade 



30-8 

whon -rntfli Rfladina scores are corrected for ability differences, the magnet students remain 
Sst bu ^ser^onlegrated and integrated students. These three groups agam show 
TS^JT^V^ Transfer students are lower in performance, but continue to show 
l^^mlnpe^n^ from 8 to 10th grade, almost catching up at 10th grade. 
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Stanford Achievement test 
Total Reading Corrected for 
Achievement, Ability, and SES 




a ■ Non Integrated 

♦ Integrated 
~« — Magnet 

♦ Transfer 



Grade 



30-9 

When correcting Total Reading for achievement, ability and SES the non-integrated, integrated, 
and magnet students are much more similar in performance level. These three groups show a 
slight decrement at 10th grade. Transfer students are lower in mean performance, but continue 
to show a rising mean score across each grade level. 
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E. Attitude Survey Results -- Tables: 

The next set of data to be discussed are the attitude survey results. 
The item responses are summarized in a set of four tables, one for each of 
the four grades and are included in Appendix Eight. Each table is organized 
with the items summarized one after another on the left (the reader might 
want to refer to the full text of each item, which is in Appendix One) and 
this is followed by the mean response for each of the groups. The overall 
significance test for any differences among the four groups is indicated. 
Finally, along with the overall significance test results on the right, is a 
subscript attached to the mean in each cell which indicates whether that 
group's mean is significantly different from the transfer students' mean. . 

Observations: 

a. For most attitude items, even those that are significant, 
the differences in the means are not great. A few exceptions occur, and 
these can be seen on the table and in the grapns provided in the next 
section. 

b. The largest differences between the groups occur in the 
items having to do with the student's preference for school in the suburbs 
and his or her perception of parent's preference. In each case the 
direction of the differences indicates that the transfer students and 
attitudes reported for the parents have the most positive view of being in 
school in the suburbs. 

F. Attitude Survey Results -- Graphs: 

These graphs are organized by item from first to last in the same 
order as seen on the survey instrument, and, as with all the data in 
Appendix Eight, are presented separately for each grade. The graphs allow 
the attitude data to be appreciated in a much more efficient manner. 

All the items can be thought of as having a more preferred end to the 
response continuum as well as a less preferred end. The data are oriented 
so that the lower end of the Y axis is the preferred end. In some cases, 
the data had to be reversed. For example, item 9 -- Not always get school 
work done has its' preferred end toward strongly disagree. Another 
example, item 1 Principal wants students to do well - has its' 
preferred end toward strongly agree. Some items such as those involving 
preference for the suburbs are arbitrary. In these cases, since the focus 
of this study is upon the transfer program, the end that indicates 
preference for the suburbs has been arbitrarily identified as the preferred 
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end. Some other items are also arbitrary and have also been resolved by 
focusing upon the goals of the transfer program. For example, item 11 
Old friends are better than new ones is considered to be positive in 
response if a student answers toward the disagree end. The reasoning for 
this is that we want students in the transfer program to be receptive to 
making new friends in the transfer school. The reader can refer to the 
table of attitude means to see if he or she agrees with the identification 
of the preferred end and to look at the actual mean preference rating. 

A second advantage to the graphs is that not only can relative 
attitude scores be identified, but so can absolute score. For example, in 
fourth grade item 2, "All students are treated the same", the reader will 
notice that the groups are relatively in disagreement with that item when 
compared to their att'tude toward other items. The absolute rating, on 
the other hand, is approximately 3.0 which is identified as neutral on the 
5 point scale. In other words, fourth graders chose the point on the 5 
point scale that was identified with the label "neutral" when asked about 
the students being treated the same. 

It is important to remember that all students in this study are 
African-American. We do not know if the White students would give the 
same response to this question or any others. We do not have any data 
that allow us to put into a general context these African-American 
studer.i' responses. For example, it might be that white students 
disagree more strongly than African-American students with the item, 
"All students are treated the same". We simply do not know. This is one 
of the limitations of the study design. 

Observations: 

a. Again, the items that relate to preferred location of 
schooling are readily identified on each graph. It should also be noted that 
these items elicit the most disagreement of any items from non- 
integrated, integrated and magnet students, as we would hope. 

b. In most cases, the four groups have reasonably similar 
responses. There appears to be a slightly less positive attitude among 
transfer students in 4, 6, and 8th grades. Clearly, there is a high 
correlation (relationship) of mean attitude across the groups. 

c. At 10th grade, there is some indication that the four 
groups are more interchangeable in their attitudes (equivalent) than at 
the other grades. This is, of course, with the exception of those items 
having to do with preference for location of school. 
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F. Pre-transfer background information: 

An examination of the pre-transfer equating information was 
conducted and is attached as Appendix Nine. With few exceptions, the data 
indicate that the magnet students have the highest achievement scores, 
and the transfer students usually have the second highest set of scores, 
although some exceptions occur. The non-integrated and integrated 
students are relatively similar to each other and lower than the transfer 
and magnet students. These results were generally as expected from the 
comments on the previous evaluation study by Dr. Steve Osterlind. 

G. Correlation of Achievement and Attitude with Months in Transfer 
Program: 

A statistical analysis was done to determine if there is a 
correlation between the attitude item scores, achievement scores and the 
number of months in the transfer program. Those results are summarized 
in Appendix Ten. The correlation of both attitude items and achievement 
to months in the transfer program is essentially zero. In other words, 
there is no evidence that being in the transfer program for a longer time 
is a benefit in terms of achievement or attitude. Again, these same 
results were obtained in the Osterlind study. 

H. Overview of Stanford performance in Percentile terms and the 

performance on the Writing Assessment: 

Scale scores were used in all statistical tests since the purpose of 
this study is to look at the relative performance of the four groups and to 
prepare for the collection of developmental data. These scale scores are 
very useful for comparisons, but unfortunately they ~'e not very 
informative in an absolute sense. The district and building reports from 
the Stanford are prepared for use by teachers, principals, and 
superintendents and will be made available to districts. For curriculum 
purposes, the percentile rank information is probably much more 
informative. 

The following table is included to provide a simple contrast ot tne 
student's performance relative to the national norm group. Remember that 
the national norms are such that the middle performance in the United 
States is at the 50th percentile. These data are the median (middle) level 
of performance of all the students in our study relative to the national 
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norm group. In other words, these students' performance is such that half 
of them scored below the percentile reported in the table. Notice that 
their performance level is, on average, very low. The percentiles are in 
the low twenties, with the very few exceptions found in the case of 
mathematics computation. The reader should remember that the 
computation area is the one area that may have had problems with 
administration and the misuse of calculators. Of course, the general 
cautions outlined earlier would apply to this data as well. 

While the median performance recorded here is very low, it should be 
recognized that a full range of performance was obtained by students in 
the study In other words, some of these students scored at the highest 
level possible on the Stanford. The performance obtained here is not 
inconsistent with what might be predicted from the pre-transfer C06AT 
adjustment variables that were also recorded. The performance is much 
lower than that observed on the CTBCAT. The reason for this is probably 
because the norms on the CTBCAT had become very much out of date during 
the last years that it was still being used by the City. 

A second set of four tables is included to help readers understand 
the Writing Assessment data. Each grade is summarized in a simple table 
of the percentage of students at each level of performance on the six point 
scale used to report the writing proficiency. There is no national norming 
information available for this instrument and it is not clear whether the 
performance level should be labeled high, low or in between. The writing 
manual included in Appendix Three and the examples of writing generated 
at each level of performance provides some insight on that question. 
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STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST 
MEDIAN PERCENTILE SCORES 



• FOURTH GRADE 

Median N 
Percentile 

TOTAL READING 21 3048 

VOCABULARY 23 3058 

COMPREHBJSION 22 3055 

TOTAL MATH 2 6 3000 

CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 28 3048 

MATH COMPUTATION 31 3042 

MATH APPLICATION 23 3017 

. SIXTH GRADE 

Median N 
Percentile 

TOTAL READING 23 2659 

VOCABULARY 23 2667 

COMPRL- S!ON 22 2667 

TOTAL MATH 2 6 2647 

CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 24 2669 

MATH COMPUTATION 4 0 2669 

MATH APPLICATION 1 8 2658 

• EIGHTH GRADE 

Median N 
Percentile 

TOTALREADING 25 2205 

VOCABULARY 26 2211 

COMPREHENSION 2 8 2211 

TOTAL MATH 32 2182 

CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 3 4 2209 

MATH COMPUTATION 3 8 2205 

MATH APPLICATION 22 21 87 

• TENTH GRADE 

Median N 
Percentile 

TOTALREADING 2 0 1795 

VOCABULARY 20 1808 

COMPREHENSION 2 3 1811 

TOTALMATH 22 1768 
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GRADE FOUR LOCAL NORMS 
Writing Assessment Score 



Four Groups 



10/7/91 



Mean 

Maximum 

Percentile 

10 .00 
30.00 
60 .00 
80.0 / 
Valid cases 



2.645 
6.000 
Value 

1.500 
2.000 
3.000 
3.000 
2934 



Valid Cum 
value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



.0 


2 


.1 




.1 


.1 


1.0 


110 


3.3 




3 . 7 


■3 • 0 


1.5 


205 


6.1 




7.0 


10.8 


2.0 


67 6 


20.3 




£ J • U 


•J <J • o 


2.5 


625 


18 .7 




21.3 


55.1 


3.Q 


754 


22 .6 




25 .7 


an ft 


3.5 


290 


8.7 




9.9 


90.7 


4.0 


189 


5.7 




6.4 


y / . L 




49 


1.5 




1.7 


98.8 




28 


.8 




1.0 


99 .8 


5 . 5 


4 


.1 




.1 


99.9 


6.0 


2 


.1 




.1 


100 .0 


• 


400 


12.0 




Missing 




Total 


3334 


100.0 




100 .0 




Std dev 


.807 


Minimum 


.000 


Percentile 


Value 


Percentile 


Value 


20 .00 


2.000 




25 


.00 


2 .000 


40 .00 


2.500 




50 


.00 


2 .500 


70 .00 


3.000 




75 


.00 


3 .000 


90 .00 


3.500 










Missing cases 


400 
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GRADE SIX LOCAL NORMS 



Four Groups 



10/7/91 



WRTSC 



Writing Assessment Score 

Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



.0 


1 


.0 


0 


.0 


1.0 


C Q 
03 




2 6 


2 . 6 


1.5 


118 


4.0 


4.7 


7.4 


2.0 


725 


24.5 


29.0 


36.4 


2.5 


571 


19.3 


22.9 


59.2 


3.0 


761 


25.7 


30.5 


89.7 


3.5 


175 


5.9 


7.0 


96.7 


4.0 


61 


2.1 


2.4 


99.2 


4.5 


14 


.5 


.6 


99 .7 


5.0 


7 


.2 


.3 


100 .0 


i 


464 


15.7 


Missing 




Total 


2962 


100 .0 


100 .0 





Mean 

Maximum 

Percentile 

10 .CO 
30 .00 
60.00 
80.00 
Valid cases 



2.545 
5.000 

Value 

2.000 
2.000 
3.000 
3 . 000 
2498 



Std dev 



Percentile 

20 .00 
40 .00 
70 .00 
90 .00 
Missing cases 



648 



value 

2.000 
2.500 
3.0C0 
3.500 
464 



Minimum 



Percentile 



25 .00 
50 .00 
75.00 



.000 



Value 

2 .000 
2.500 
3.000 
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GRADE EIGHT LOCAL NORMS 



Four Groups 



10/7/91 



WRTSC 



Writing Assessment Score 



Valid 



Cum 



Mean 3.002 

Maximum 6.000 

Percentile Value 

10.00 2 

30.00 2 

60.00 3 

80.00 3 
Valid cases 



.000 
.500 
.000 
.500 
2068 



Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 




.0 


1 


. 0 


* u 


o 


1.0 


19 


Q 

. 0 


Q 
. 7 


1 0 


1.5 


26 


1 fi 

1 • u 


1 3 
j» • 


2 .2 


. 2.0 


267 


10.7 


12.9 


15.1 


2.5 


342 


13.8 


16.5 


31.7 


3.0 


823 


33.1 


39.8 


71.5 


3.5 


302 


12.2 


14.6 


86.1 


4.0 


189 


7.6 


9.1 


95.2 


4.5 


52 


2.1 


2.5 


Q"7 7 


5.0 


31 


1.2 


1.5 


99.2 


5.5 


11 


. 4 


.5 


99 . 8 


6.0 


5 


.2 


.2 


100 .0 


• 


417 


16.8 


Missing 




Total 


"3 A Q Q 

e. 4 0 3 


100.0 


100.0 




Std dev 


.735 


Minimum 


.000 


Percentile 


Value 


Percentile 


Value 


20 .00 


2.500 


25 


.00 


2 .500 


40.00 


3.000 


50 


.00 


3.000 


70.00 


3 .000 


75 


.00 


3.500 


90 .00 


4 .000 









Missing cases 417 
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GRADE TEN LOCAL NORMS Four Groups 

Writing Assessment Score 

Value Frequency Percent 



Mean 
Maximum 

Percentile 

10 . 00 
30.00 
60 .00 
80.00 
Valid cases 



3.218 
6.000 

Value 

2.000 
3 .000 
3 .500 
4.000 
1656 



10/7/91 



Valid Cum 
Percent Percent 



1.0 


7 


.3 


. 4 


. 


4 


1.5 


16 


.7 


1.0 


1 . 


4 


2 . 0 


IOC 

10 0 


7 9 


11 .2 


12 . 


6 


2.5 


231 


9.8 


13.9 


26. 


,5 


3.0 


537 


22.8 


32 .4 


58 . 


,9 


3.5 


269 


11.4 


16.2 


75, 


.2 


4.0 


234 


9.9 


14 .1 


89, 


.3 


4.5 


90 


3.8 


5 . 4 


94 


.7 


5.0 


55 


2.3 


3.3 


98 


. 1 


5.5 


19 


.8 


1 . 1 


99 


.2 


6.0 


13 


. 6 


.8 


100 


.0 




697 


29.6 


Missing 






Total 


2353 


100 .0 


100 .0 







Std dev 



Percentile 

20 .00 
40 .00 
70.00 
90 .00 



847 



Value 

2.500 
3 .000 
3.500 
4.500 



Minimum 



Percentile 

25.00 
50 .00 
75.00 



1 .000 



Value 

2.500 
3.000 
3 .500 



Missing cases 697 
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IV. NEXT STEPS and Si JMMARY 

A. The Challenge: 

It is clear that there is an opportunity for all groups of students to 
show improvement. The success that exists is not associated with just 
one program. There is a great challenge that remains, and it is to learn 
what accounts for the successes that are present. If the resulting 
understanding can be generalized so that improvement in performance and 
attitudes can be obtained for all students, we will have done a wonderful 
thing. 

B. Improving the Teaching of Writing: 

One of the outgrowths of this effort is the development of a manual 
that could be made available to teachers, (see Appendix Three) This 
manual contains the definitions of the various scale points, both in terms 
of the rubric that is used to score papers, and in terms of concrete 
examples of performance at each level. An examination of this manual 
and its application to defining good writing in a concrete manner can be 
helpful to the schools. The performance assessment in subsequent years 
will be based upon a set of parallel prompts that allow monitoring of 
writing over time. In this way, we can observe the development of good 
writing and the success of teachers in conveying this to students. 
Attention to writing should be followed by gradual increase in the writing 
scores on these parallel prompts. 

C. Target success: 

It is the recommendation of this report that task forces be 
identified to address a series of issues that are raised by this data. As an 
example, perhaps one of these should be the further examination of the 
attitudes of the students in the transfer program. It may be that the 
attitudes of African-American students in the transfer program are not 
different from other students in the recipient schools. Perhaps both 
groups have slightly lower attitudes than students in the city? At this 
time we do not know, but this could be determined. If evidence supports 
the conclusion that there is a difference, additional work should evolve to 
look at the cause of this difference. It is not necessarily true that any 
causal factors will be associated with the actions of the transfer schools' 

( 1 
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administrations, teachers or pupils. 
D. Further studies: 

Another area that might be identified for further work is the 
development of a follow-up system to examine long range effects of the 
transfer program. For example, it might be possible to look for changes in 
work behavior of students after they graduate from high school. Such 
factors as job opportunities following graduation, and ability to live 
successfully in an integrated world are two more such examples of 
important nonachievement variables. 

Even though other valuable outcomes should be considered when 
evaluating the c'fect of the transfer program, being able to change 
achievement and to change attitudes remains important. The data suggest 
that there are many examples of successful students with positive 
attitudes in these schools. Whether their success is due to the school 
program or to home factors or to something else is not clear from these 
data. 

Another particularly interesting question involves exploring the 
definitions of the four groups. As noted above, a relatively strict 
definition for inclusion in the transfer school group was used. This was 
not true of the other three groups, and we could consider modifying the 
preliminary definitions, although that is not likely to change the results. 
A simple analysis was done to compare the means of the non-integrated, 
integrated, and magnet students who were more narrowly defined to be in 
the study to those more openly defined to be in the study. The results of 
this study indicated that a change in the definition would not be likely to 
affect the mean score on the achievement testt. 

A set of cautions were outlined above and these should be examined 
and either dismissed or changes made to obviate them in the future. For 
example, the concern with pulling students out of class for testing is a 
possible rival hypothesis for explaining a portion of these results. Some 
tentative evidence for this can be obtained in Parkway since they use the 
Stanford, but do so in the Fall without pull-out. Daniel Coates, director of 
program evaluation at Parkway, has obtained some of our data and is 
exploring this hypothesis using additional data available from his files. 
He has a report on that analysis and it is directly available from him. It 
further supports the position that is taken by this report careful and 
cautious interpretation of the data is warranted. At this time, a number 
of competing hypotheses (including that of the testing conditions) exist 
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that might account for the results reported. 

A second factor that test publishers' studies have shown to be of 
potential significance is that of the students' and teachers 1 familiarity 
with the testing instruments. It is well known that school performance 
tends to increase during the first few years of adoption of a new 
instrument. Since the plan for this evaluation is longitudinal, a built in 
correction for this phenomenon exists. It may be that improvement in 
performance by school systems that were not previously using the 
Stanford will occur as a result of increased familiarity with the 
instrumentation. This might result in a gradual moving upward of the 
transfer students* means relative to the city's. 

This is a replicated longitudinal study (two cohorts of students are 
to be followed through the system), as noted above, and we will look at 
trends in the data across future years of the study. Until replicated over 
time, we will not draw firm conclusions. The truth may be thai 
additional large increases in school development as indicated by mean 
achievement gains of students are not obtainable through a transfer 
program approach. In other words, a transfer .nodel might enhance other 
variables affecting school performance, but at this time we do not have 
sufficient evidence documenting such a phenomenon. Perhaps programs 
that are quite different from current academic environments would have 
an impact. As indicated several times above, though, transfer programs 
can still be considered an important public policy for other very good 
reasons. At this time, we can draw no final conclusions. 

E. Summary: 

The following is a very brief listing of some of the most important 
comments noted above, and reproduced in the executive summary. The 
reader, including school personnel, is cautioned to remember that 
interpretations are tentative: 

1 . With few exceptions, the pre-transfer data .(known as covariates 
or adjusting variables) indicate that the magnet students have the highest 
pre-transfer achievement scores, and the transfer students usually have 
the second highest set of scores. 

2. Nearly all statistical tests are significant, despite the varying 
sample sizes. In other words, very few of the differences are due to 
chance. This is true even in the case of the adjusted analyses. Five non- 
significant results were obtained at 10th grade, and two at 4th grade. 
W.u, the exception of one of these, they all occur with the most 
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encompassing adjustment (V). 

3. In every case, the combination of adjusting variables which used 
nearly all the pre-transfer information provides the most explanatory 
power in the attempt to understand the differences between all the 
students. This analysis is also based upon relatively few students due to 
missing data. 

4. The group identification of the student as enrolled in a non- 
integrated, integrated, magnet school, or transfer school provides very 
little explanatory power, even though statistically significant differences 
exist. In other words, if you use the group in which a student is enrolled 
to predict the student's performance, you would not be very accurate. 

5. Prior intelligence measured by the COGAT provides more 
explanatory power than the prior achievement information an<J nearly as 
much as all the information combined. One reason for this may be that a 
measure of intelligence is often the most reliable of the set of 
covariates available. Being more reliable allows one variable to 
correlate better with another variable. 

6. The relatively high performance of the magnet school group 
greatly lessens when adjusted for prior ability. In other words, students 
who enter as higher ability students tend to continue demonstrating 
higher performance. 

7. In many cases the achievement of non-integrated and integrated 
students moves to more closely approach that of magnet students when 
corrected for prior differences. 

8. In contrast to the previous observation, the transfer student 
achievement tends to be lower relative to the other groups when adjusted 
for prior differences, with the exception of 10th grade. Some 
exceptions also occu r with 8th grade mathematics. 

9. In nearly all cases, the uncorrected performance by magnet 

students is highest. 

10. The rank order of mean performance of transfer, non-integrated, 
and integrated students varies from grade to grade and from subject 
matter to subject matter. 

11. Progress across grades is observed on all achievement data for 

ail groups through grade 8. 

12. The tenth grade data indicate a nearly level or even a lowered 
performance when compared to 8th grade for the Stanford achievement 
data for all groups except the transfer students. Transfer students 
continue showing progress in tenth grade. 

13. Writing Assessment results indicate increased performance 
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from 8th grade to 10th grade for all groups. 

14. For most attitude items, even those that are significantly 
different for two or more groups, the differences in the means are not 

great, except in a few cases. 

15. The largest differences between the groups occur in the items 
having to do with the student's preference for school in the suburbs and 
his or her perception of parents' preference. In each case the direction of 
the differences indicates that the transfer students and their parents 
have the most positive view of being in school in the suburbs. 

16. It should also be noted that the items on school preference elicit 
the most disagreement of any items from non-integrated, integrated and 
magnet students, as we would expect. 

17 In most cases, the four groups have reasonably similar 
responses. There appears to be a slightly less positive attitude among 
transfer students in 4, 6, and 8th grades. 

18 This slight difference in attitude is not seen in 10th grade, but 
clearly, there is a high correlation (degree of relationship) of mean 
attitude across all four groups at all grades. 

19. The correlation of both attitude items and achievement to 
months in the transfer program is essentially zero. 

20. The median (middle) level of performance of the total group of 
students relative to the national norm group, indicates a very low level of 
performance. Haif of the students scored in the low twenties in terms of 
their national percentiles on most of the achievement variables. 

21. While the average performance recorded here is very low, it 
should be recognized that a full range of performance was obtained by 
students in the study. In other words, some of these students scored at 
the highest level possible on the Stanford. 
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ST. LOUIS METROPOLITAN SURVEY 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SURVEY 
FOURTH (4TH) GRADE - SUBURBS 

Test Administrator: Before you start, make certain each student has a #2 
pencil. Have you checked to see that students with the same name got the 
right form? Please read the following instructions to the class at the time 
you administer the survey. 

"We are doing a study of students' opinions and we need your help. We 
are interested in your attitudes about your experience in the desegregation 
program. Your teachers and other adults in the school will not know how you 
as an individual answered the questions on this form. No decisions about you 
will be made from this information. These questions come from interviews with 
students and discussions with many representatives from schools and with 
parents . " 

■First check to see that your name is on the top of the form. Now answer 
each question about your home. Darken either the yes or no to indicate if you 
get a free or reduced lunch. Next, indicate with whom you live. Also 
indicate the highest education level of your mother or stepmother, father or 
stepfather, if you know. Next mark the correct response to the question 'Do 
you live in a ...' Skip the special code section." 

"We want you to read each of the statements carefully. Then show BQW XQfl 
FEEL about the statement as it applies to you and your school by choosing one 
of the responses and filling in the corresponding bubble with your #2 pencil." 

Notice that: 

SA means strongly agree, 

A means agree, 

N means neutral, 

D means disagree, and 
SD means strongly disagree. 

"Suppose you were asked to indicate your feelings about the statement: I 
like to go to the movies. Remember that you have to use one of the five 
responses above. " 

"If you like very much to go to the movies you would darken the bubble 
marked 'SA' since you 'Strongly Agree' with this statement. If you like to go 
to the movies you would darken the bubble marked 'A' for 'Agree'. If you do 
not care whether you go to the movies you would choose 'N' for 'Neutral' , or 
as another example, if you do not like going to the movies, but do not feel 
strongly about this, you would choose 'D' for 'Disagree'. Finally, if you 
hate going to the movies you would choose 'Strongly Disagree', 'SD'. You will 
pick the alternative that is closest to the way you usually feel." 

Test Administrators: - Ask your students to look at the practice survey. Tell 
them it looks like the real survey and explain to them that it is to be used 
as a practice survey. 

"You can see from the first example I just read that this survey contains 
a series of statements. You have the opportunity to express your true 
feelings about the statement as it applies to you." 
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Test Administrators s READ THESE EXAMPLES TO YOUR STUDENTS 



OA 


A 

j% 




D 


SD 


SA 


A 


N 


D 


SD 


SA 


A 


N 


D 


SD 



My parents make me do work at home SA 

"Notice that each statement makes you think about how much you agree with 
the statement. If you agree a lot, darken the bubble 'SA' for 'Strongly 
Agree.' Darken the bubble 'Agree' if you are in agreement with the statement, 
but not strongly so. Darken the bubble 'Neutral' if you do not care one way 
or the other or if your feelings are equally positive and negative. Darken 
the bubble 'Disagree' if you generally do not agree with the statement and 
'Strongly Disagree' if your feelings are strong that you do not agree. Do you 
understand how you are to respond? Now bubble your answers . " 

Test Administrators: Ask your students if there are any questions about how to 
mark the answers that best represent the students' feelings. Answer any and 
all questions about the process - continue with the instructions by reading 
the next paragraph. 

"Now please try to answer all of the questions in a way that shows how 
(QS. feel. This is not a test. There is no right or wrong answer. The 
information is to help the program and your responses will be kept a secret. 
Please be honest. As you answer these quetions, remember that you attend a 
school in the suburbs. Thank you." 

Test Administrators: Please collect all the material at one time. Return all 
materials to your district test coordinator. 
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February 14, 1991 

ST. LOUIS METROPOLITAN SURVEY 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SURVEY 
FOURTH (4TH) GRADE - CITY 

Pest Administrator: Before you start, make certain you have a #2 pencil for 
avery student. Have you checked to see that students with the same name got 
the right form? Please read the following instructions to the class at the 
time you administer the survey. 

"We are doing a study of students' opinions and we need your help. We 
are interested in your attitudes about your experience in the desegregation 
program. Your teachers and other adults in the school will not know how you 
answered the questions on this form. No decisions about you will be made from 
this information. These questions come from interviews with students and 
discussions with many representatives from schools and with parents . " 

"First check to see that your name is on the top of the form. Now nswer 
each question about your home. Darken either the yes bubble or the no bubble to 
indicate if you get a free or reduced lunch. Next, indicate with idiom you live. 
Also indicate the highest education level of the people with whom you are living. 
Next, mark the correct response to the question 'Do you live in a . . . ' Skip the 
special code section." 

"We want you to read each of the statements carefully. Then show HQW YOU 
FEEL about the statement as it applies to you and your school by choosing one 
of the responses and filling in the corresponding bubble with your #2 pencil." 

Notice that: 

SA means strongly agree, 

A means agree, 

N means neutral, 

D means disagree, and 
SD means strongly disagree. 

"Suppose you were asked to indicate your feelings about the statements I 
like to ao to the movies. Remember that you have to use one of the five 
responses above. " 

"If you like very much to go to the movies you would darken the bubble 
marked 'SA' since you 'Strongly Agree' with this statement. If you like to go 
to the movies you would darken the bubble marked 'A' for 'Agree'. If you do 
not care whether you go to the movies you would choose 'N' for 'Neutral', or 
a« another example, if you do not like going to the movies, but do not feel 
strongly about this, you would choose 'D' for 'Disagree'. Finally, if you 
hate going to the movies you would choose 'Strongly Disagree', 'SD'. You 
will pick the alternative that is closest to the way you usually feel." 

Test Administrator: Ask your students to look at the practice survey. Tell 
them it looks like the real survey and explain to them that it is to be used 
as a practice survey. 

"You can see from the first example I just read that this survey contains 
a series of statements. You have the opportunity to express your true 
feelings about the statement as it applies to you." 
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Teat Administrators: READ THESE EXAMPLES TO YOUR STUDENTS 



My teachers think I am a good student 

My close friends like school 

My parents make me do work at home. • • 



SA 



A 



N 



D 



SD 



SA 



A 



N 



D 



SD 



SA 



A 



N 



D 



SD 



"Notice that each statement makes you think about how much you agree with 
the statr^ent. If you agree a lot, darken the buttle 'SA' for 'Strongly 
Agree'. Darken the bubble 'Agree' if you are in agreement with the statement, 
but not strongly so. Darken the bubble 'Neutral' if you do not care one way 
or the other or if your feelings are equally positive and negative. Darken 
the bubble 'Disagree' if you generally do not agree with the statement and 
'Strongly Disagree' if your feelings are strong that you do not agree. Do you 
understand how you are to respond? Now bubble your answers . " 

Test Administrators: Ask your students if there are any questions about how 
to mark the answers that best represent the students' feelings. Answer any 
and all questions about the process - continue with the instructions by 
reading the next paragraph. 

"Now please try to answer all of the questions in a way that shows how 
TOO feel. This is not a test. There is no right or wrong answer. The 
information is to help the program and your responses will be kept 
confidential. Please be honest. As you answer these questions, remember that 
you attend a school in the city. Thank you. " 



Test Administrators: Please collect all the material at one time. Return all 
materials to your district test coordinator. 
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Your Birch Date: 



0 



Do you get a free or 
reduced price lunch? 

~ YES O NO 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 

Do you live with . . • 

0 Both parents 

O Father or stepfather 

'\j Mother or stepmother 

O Grandparents 

0 With other relatives 

O Other 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 

Your Mother or Stepmother. . 

O Had less than high school 
O Had some high school 
IsJ Is a high school graduate 
O Had some college 
O is a college gradi ate 
o Don't know 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 

Your Father or Stepfather . . . 

O Had less than high school 

O Had some high school 

O Is a high school graduate 

O Had some college 

O Is a college graduate 

O Don't know 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 
Do you live in a . . 

House 

Apartment bunding or flat 
O Project 
O Other 
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St Louis Metropolitan 
School Survey 



MARKING DIRECTIONS 

• Use ONLY a #2 pencil 

• Do NOT fold this sheet. 

• Make dark marks that fill circle completely. 

• Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change. 

• Make no stray marks. 

Proper . improper 

EXAMPLES: C • O C X V O <£' 



DIRECTIONS: 

Read each of the following statements carefully. 
Then show how you feel about the statement as it 
applies to you and your school by choosing one of 
the responses and filling in the corresponding 
bubble. 

SA • STRONGLY AGREE 

A - AGREE 

N • NEUTRAL 

D • DISAGREE 
SD • STRONGLY DISAGREE 



STRONGLY DISAGREE- 



DISAGREE 



NEUTRAL • 



AGREE- 



STRONGLY AGREE- 



1 

2. 
3 
4 
5 
6. 



ERIC 



1 Our principal wants all the students to dc well 

2 All students are treated the same in this school. 

3 Many students at my school get good grades even though they do poor work 

4 Most of my classes make me work hard 

5 I get along with most of the students in my school 

6 I hke my teachers 

7 The students want each other to succeed m their classes 7 

8 If I appear to be smart, other students will dislike me 

9 ! don ; always get my school work done. 

10 I really try to do my best in school 

1 * !♦ is morp important to keep :he friends I have than to make new ones 

12 I like going to new places 

'3 Biicks who talk like whites ire us; showing off '2 

14 ! think a white student could someday be a good fnend of mine 14 

15 i like telling ;)eooie about t'^e rr.mi;$ I do m school 1 ^ 

16 I am well liked in school 16 

17 If a student studies hard, he or she will usually do well 
18. G etting good grades >s a matter of luck, not hard work 

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE OTHER SIDE 



8 

9 

10. 
1 ! 
12 



18 



SA 

© 

SA, 

@ 

SA, 

@ 

SA, 

6 

SA. 

SA 
SA. 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
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A^ 
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A 
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•'a* 

A 

'a 

A 
A 
A 
A 



N 
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<s> 
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N 
N 
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N 
\ 
N 
N 
N 
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fa 

D 
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Co 
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• b 



D 
0 
D 



sc- 
so 
so 

£s 

SD 

scr 

sc 

$0 

so 

SD i 
SO | 
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SD I 

sp 

SD 

SD 
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STRONGLY DISAGREE - 



DISAGREE— i 



NEUTRAL' 



AGREE- 



STRONGLY AGREE 



19. 
20. 
21. 
22, 
23* 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 



I have a certain time to be home on school nights 19. 

I can almost always get help with homework at home, if I need help ; 20. 

If someone ys something bad to a friend of mine, I should help get back at them 21 

I care more about what my teachers think of me than what the other students think of me. . . 22. 

My family wants me in a school in the suburbs ^ 23. 

I want to be in a school in the suburbs 24. 

I want to be in a school in the city 25, 

I like to read books that are not a part of my school work. 26. 

I would rather spend my time watching TV than reading something 27. 

My teachers expect me to do good work. ...... . . v . 28. 

There is a lot of anger and bad feelings arnonc students in my school . ... 29. 
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Your Name: 



VICC, 1991 © 
Reproduction or publication 
without express written 
consent is prohibited. 
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0 



Your Birth Date: 



i Do you get a free or 
reduced price lunch? 

O YES O NO 



0 



0 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 

Do you live witn . . . 

0 Both parents 

3 Father or stepfather 

0 Mother or stepmother 

0 Grandparents 

0 With other relatives 

0 Other 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 

Your Mother or Stepmother. . . 

O Had less than high school 
O Had some high school 
O Is a high school graduate 
O Had some college 
O Is a college graduate 
O Don't know 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 

Your Father or Stepfather. . . 

O Had less than high school 
O Had some high school 
O Is a high school graduate 
O Had some college 
O Is a college graduate 
O Don't know 



MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE 



Do you live in a 



House 

C Apartment building or flat 
O Proiect 
O Other 
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St Louis Metropo*. tcin 
- ; ?< ^Schobi 'Survey 



MARKING DIRECTIONS 

.• ,U»e ONLY a #2 pencil. 

• Do NOT fold thi« sheet. 

• Meke dark marks tfcat f ill circle completely. 

• Erase cleanly any am wet you wish to change. 

• Make no stray marks. 

Proper - Improper 

EXAMPLES: • . O • O O 'X ® O <? 



DIRECTIONS: — < ' 

Read each of the following statements carefully. 
Then show how you feel about the statement as it 
applies to you and your school by choosing one of 
the responses and fitting in the corresponding 
bubble: 

SA - STRONGLY AGREE 

A - AGREE 

N • NEUTRAL 

D - DISAGREE 
SD • STRONGLY DISAGREE ^ 



STRONGLY DISAGREE — i 



DISAGREE- 



NEUTRAL' 



AGREE — i 



STRONGLY AGREE 



1. Our principal wants all the students to do well 

2 Students caught breaking the rules get the punishment they deserve 2. 

3. All students are treated the same in this school 3. 

4. Many students at my school get good grades even though they do poor work 4. 

5 The teachers will like you if you do your best work 5 - 



6. 
7 
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6. Most of my classes make me work hard 

7 My teachers expect me to do good work 

8. I like my teachers a * 

9. I get along with most of the students in my school 

10. My teachers like me 

11 There is a tot of anger and bad feelings among students m my school 

12. The students want each other to do well in their classes 

13. Sometimes I don't answer questions in class because of what other students will think of me 13. 

14. If your homework is too good, the other students will dislike you 14. 

15 If I appear to be smart, other students will dislike me 1 5 

16. I see nothing wrong with cutting classes 16- 

17 I don't always get my school work done 1 ? 

© I really try to do my best in school 15 



9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
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SD 
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so 

SD 



PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE OTHER SIDE 



■ ■ ■ 



STRONGLY DISAGREE • 



DISAGREE — I 



NEUTRAL ■ 



AGREE — 



STRONGLY AGREE 



,1 



19. 

20. 

21. 

22., 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47 

48. 

49 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 



It is important to learn to use your time well. — 19. 

I like to try things that I have never tried before. . .v. 20. 

It is more important to keep the friends I have than to make new ones 21 

I like going to new places. ... . . ... .... •-..••jtv.v* •,• • .• • • 22 

Blacks who talk like whites are just showing off 23. 

All groups (Black, White, etc.) are equally worthwhile '. . — .'.* „. 24. 

Going to school with students of other races helps me get ready for the real world 25. 

I think a white student could someday be a good, friend of mine. . . . .. 26. 

I only like people who are similar to me. 27. 

I like tellmg peppie what I do in my school. . Vi . ....^.j. ■ Luj .• • •iiis.'.iis — .28... 

I am well liked in school ._. • • • 2 ^- 

• 1 •iL ,3l SjJ?Je toget^agoodjob |" whe^rffijish scfwli^.j.i^'...:/, .. ..... -.v. . . . . ... . . ...30. 

I think I am a very good parson 31. 

If a student studies hard Jva^pr, she, will jjsuall^do # wetUv^y. . ... . • *. w ... u. ♦ u . 32. ^ 

If students get a bad education, it s probably their own fault 33. 

Getting good grades is a matter of luck, not hard^ork. ■'•'^y.**. . . .. 34. „ 

My family wants me to be a good student. vv : . ..^.^ ... . . * v.* • \ 35. 

My family often asks about what happens at school. *. 36. 

I can almost always get help with homework at home, if I need help 37. 

I have a certain time to be home pn school nights;/. vV-. . .i. . * •? • — 38. . 

If someone says something bad to a friend of mine, I should help get back at them 39. 

It is all right for students to settle personal disputes by fighting. ....... . . . ».«>...•••.-< .'.•'40. 

I care more about wb3t my teachers think of mejhan what the other students think of me. ... 41 % 

I would be ve?y upset if I. got suspended for a few days, .. . ..^.^......42. 

My family wants me in a school in the suburbs. \v v : v. v 

I want to b6 in a school in the suburbs. ^. v ...J. 44. 

I want to be in a school in the city. ... . . . . . . . - • ■ •:. .w v ^5 

My family thinks that black students do better in the suburbs 46. 

I like to read a newspaper or magazines when I get a chance 47. 

I like to read books that are not part of my school vyork 48. . 

I would rather spend my time watching television than reading something .49. 

I have set some very high goals for myself.... . ...... . . .... ........... -J 50. . 

I am only happy when I am successful 51. 

I want to be more successful than my friends 52. 

I will need to work very hard to achieve the goals I have. 53. 
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February 14, 1991 

ST. LOUIS METROPOLITAN SURVEY 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SURVEY 
SIXTH, EIGHTH AND TENTH GRADES - SUBURBS 

Test Administrator: Before you start, make certain you have a #2 pencil for 
every student. Have you checked to see that students with the same name got 
the right form? Please read the following instructions to the class at the 
time you administer the survey. 

•We are doing a study of students' opinions and we need your help. We 
are interested in your attitudes about your experience in the desegregation 
program. Your teachers and other adults in the school will not know how you as 
an individual answered the questions on this form. No decisions about you 
will be made from this information. These questions come from interviews with 
students and discussions with many representatives from schools and with 
parents. " 

■First check to see that your name is on the top of the form. Now answer 
each question about your home. Darken either the yes bubble or the no bubble 
to indicate if you get a free or reduced lunch. Next, indicate with whom you 
live. Also indicate the highest education level of your mother or stepmother, 
father or stepfather, if you know. Next, mark the correct response to the 
question 'Do you live in a . . . ' Skip the special code section. " 

"We want you to read each of the statements carefully. Then show HQS! IQS 
FEEL about the statement as it applies to you and your school by choosing one 
of the responses and fillinc in the corresponding bubble with your #2 pencil. " 

Notice that: 

SA means strongly agree, 

A means agree, 

N means neutral, 

D means disagree, and 
SD means strongly disagree. 

"Suppose you were asked to indicate your feelings about the statements I 
like to ao to the movies . Remember that you have to use one of the five 
responses above." 

"If you like very much to go to the movies you would darken the bubble 
marked 'SA' since you 'Strongly Arree' with this statement. If you like to go 
to the movies you would darken the bubble marked 'A' for 'Agree'. If you do 
not care whether you go to the movies you would choose 'N r for 'Neutral', or 
as another example, if you do not like going to the movies, but do not feel 
strongly about this, you would choose 'D' for 'Disagree'. Finally, if you 
hate going to the movies you would choose 'Strongly Disagree' r SD'. You will 
pick the alternative that is closest to the way you usually feel. If you have 
any questions, please raise your hand." 

"New please try to answer all of the questions in a way that shows how 
IQO; feel. This is not a test. There is no right or wrong answer. The 
information is to help the program and your responses will be kept 
confidential. Please be honest. As you answer these questions, remember that 
you attend a school in the suburbs. Thank you." 

Test Administrator: Please collect the survey and return it to your district 
coordinator . 
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February 14 , 1991 

ST. LOUIS METROPOLITAN SURVEY 
INSTRUC TIONS FOR COMPLETING SURVEY 
SIXTH, EIGHTH AND TENTH GRADES - CITY 

Test Administrator: Before you start, make certain you have a #2 pencil for 
every student. Have you checked to see that students with the same name got 
the right form? Please read the following instructions to the class at the 
time you administer the survey. 

"We are doing a study of students' opinions and we need your help. We 
are interested in your attitudes about your experience in the desegregation 
program. Your teachers and other adults in the school will not know how you 
answered the questions on this form. No decisions about you will be made from 
this information. These questions come from interviews with students and 
discussions with many representatives from schools and with parents • " 

"First check to see that your name is on the top of the form. Now answer 
each question about your home. Darken either the yes bubble or the no bubble 
to indicate if you get a free or reduced lunch. Next, indicate with whom you 
live. Also indicate the highest education level of your mother or stepmother, 
father or stepfather, if you know. Next mark the correct response to the 
question 'Do you live in a Skip the special code section." 

"We want you to read each of the statements carefully. Then show HOW YOU 
FEEL about the statement as it applies to you and your school by choosing one 
of the responses and filling in the corresponding bubble with your #2 pencil . " 

Notice that: 

SA means strongly agree, 

A means agree, 

N means neutral, 

D means disagree, and 
SD means strongly disagree. 

"Suppose you were asked to indicate your feelings about the statement: I 
like to go to the movies . Remember that you have to use one of the five 
' responses above . " 

"If you like very much to go to the movies you would darken the bubble 
marked 'SA' since you 'Strongly Agree" with this statement. If you like to go 
to the movies you would darken the bubble marked 'A* for 'Agree. ' If you do 
not care whether you go to the movies you would choose 'N' for 'Neutral' or as 
another example, if you do not like going to the movies, but do not feel 
strongly about this, you would choose 'D' for 'Disagree.' Finally, if you 
hate going to the movies you would choose 'Strongly Disagree,' 'SD. ' You will 
pick the alternative that is closest to the way you usually feel. If you have 
any questions, please raise your hand." 

"Now please try to answer all of the questions in a way that shows how 
■XQfl feel. This is not a test. There is no right or wrong answer. The 
information is to help the program and your responses will be kept 
confidential, please be honest. As you answer these questions, remember that 
you attend a school in the city. Thank you." 

Test Administrator: Please collect the survey and return it to your district 
.coordinator. 
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APPENDIX TWO 



WRITING ASSESSMENT 
INSTRUCTIONS AND PROMPT 



1991 



FEBRUARY 14, 1991 



IHSTRDCTIOHS FOR ADMHHSTKRIHG THE 
WRITIHG PKRFORHMK3S ASSESSKBST 
VICC study, 1391 



Hand out the pencils, answer sheets and the colored ^ she fl ^.^ h h ^ 
topic printed on them. Do not answer questions once ^^ftiSt^l 
v^™« ; fl write It is important to the assessment process that all 
thrstude^t? have'th'e slme opportunity. No students should have 
dictionaries or reference materials I Say to the students: 

-First look at the front of the answer sheet and be sure it is 



if the Information is not correct r tell 
Make TCre abou? £y answer sheets that students report having 

miBt ^a will have 40 minutes to write a brief narxative-descri^ve 
coTOsition. Be sure that you first plan your compositxon and 
that it i« aoout the topic that is assigned. ^ to^teas 
neatly as you can. Ton may print if you prefer. Be sure that 
you^comnosition says what you want it to say, jnou£ txme 

lHj»end sc that yoa will be able to revise and ^ 4 addxt ^ n » 
or deletions th.it yoTthink will improve J^J^^fff^.^ 
be surethat thfi corrections are clear and neat. I will tell you 
when^ere are 15 minutes remaining and when there are five 

^ t should t st < irt your essay on the page that has a number 1 at 



Point* t^P^n*^ ^ £inishr ^ -ay continue on ^ge 2 
Do not write anywherTelse on the ans^^shee^Read the topic on 

Read to&T^d^ o?heTc^SfnS on the colored L paper, > ™* 
Answer questions. Look at the back of this *^J°*** sessment 
answers to the most common questions. Since part of the *" e88 ? en * 
involves how well students are able to organise and develop their 

ideas, do not oive them help in this regard. . . , 

•msSsS-S to plan yo P ur composition. When you are finished 
olSninoT write as neatly as possible in the space provided. Ton 
SaFuse 1 tlS Slored pa^er aTa scratch sheet for any P^J 
Sit you want to do;but be sure that t the end oi ! the 40 
minutes the official answer sheet contains the essay that you 
want to have scored. Good luck. Begin now." 
Record the starting time: 

After 25 minutes, say: . 

-You have 15 more minutes to complete your work. If ^« ™ 

still working on the scratch paper, be sure to 

the answer sheet. The assessment wxll finish in 15 more 

minutes. " 

Afte ^Tou^ 8 5 m^re minutes to finish your. work. Re ad it over 
carefully and make any changes that you think are necessary- Be 
sure you will be finished in 5 minutes." 

After 40 minutes, say: . „_ . . m 

•I will now collect your answer sheet and the topic sneets. 
Collect the material now and return the answer sheet to the °« lcia J 
at your school wno is in charge of returning them to VICC. Do not 
make any changes to the essays and do not discuss specific writing 
with the students. 
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CORRECT ANSWERS TO COMMON QUESTIONS 

Th« foiiowina are examples of student's questions followed by the 
SrrSt ZZSr RelSSer that this is an assessment and you should 
not be assisting students in any way. 

1. Will you help us with grammar and punctuation? 

-I am sorry, but I can't help yon with this task." 

2. What should I write about? 

-just respond to the writing topic described on the colored 
sheet. " 

:.--3. What if I make a mistake? 

-Ton »ay cross out Mistakes or erase them . J^**^*?*?* 9 ^ 
JS^i^neat so that jour co-position can be read easily." 

4. Can I use a correcting fluid to white-out my mistakes? 

-Ho, this for. is designed to be read by a computer and you 
cannot use correcting fluid on it." 

5 . What happens if I run out of time? 

-Ton will nave 40 minutes to write and you should plan your ti»e 
accordingly. a 

b. Can I use my dictionary or thesaurus? 

-Ho, we are interested in what you will write without using 
outside sources." 

7. Will I be graded on neatness? 

•Ho, but the reader east be able to read and understand yovc 



8. What is a descriptive-narrative? 

-It is an essay that tells a story or describes so-ething like an 
event, person or an object." 
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March, 1991 

WRITING TOPIC 

Write about a time you helped someone or someone helped you. 
Tell the reader about the experience including who it was that you 
helped or who helped you and what help was given. Tell how you 
felt about the experience. 

It Plan your composition. 

... Write only about this topic. 

Te ii who the person was that helped you or whom you 
helped. 

— Tell hc«* you felt about the experience. 

— Use details to tell about a time you helped someone or 
someone helped you. 

2. Write neatly. 
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WRITING ASSESSMENT 
RUBRIC AND TEACHER'S MANUAL 
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WRITING TOPIC 



Write about a time you helped someone or someone helped you* Tell the 
reader about the experience including who it was that you helped or who helped 
you and what help was given. Tell how you felt about the experience. 



1. Plan your composition. 

Write only about this topic. 

— Tell who the person was that helped you or whom you helped. 

— Tell how you felt about the experience. 

Use details to tell about a time you helped someone or someone 
helped you. 

2. Write neatly. 



WRITING ASSESSMENT SCORING RUBRIC 1991 



OVERVIEW: The holistic method of assessing writing samples gives a numerical 
score to papers based on an overall single impression of each paper. How well 
a student can communicate and elaborate ideas as well as his/her general 
command of mechanical conventions are considered in this assessment. 

This rubric is designed to be used only in conjunction with sample training 
papers which illustrate each score point, 

6 Consistent central focus on the topic 

Fully elaborated, clear sense of order, fluency, closure; vivid language 
Varied and complex sentence structure 
Few or no mechanical errors 

5 Central focus on the topic 

Elaborated, well-organized, sense of closure; may have minor flaws in 
fluency 

Varied sentence structure 
Few mechanical errors 



4 Central focus on the topic 

Some elaboration, logical flow of ideas, sense of closure 
Generally good sense of sentence structure with some variety 
Mechanical errors are present but do not affect readability 



3 Central focus is apparent 

Limited support; may have flaws in organizatioa, may lack closure 
Little sentence variety; may have short, choppy sentences 
Mechanical errors are present and may detract from readability 



2 Central focus is apparent 

Minimal support; may have flaws in organization, may ramble or include 
irrelevancies, may lack closure 
Numerous errors in sentence structure 

Mechanical errors are varied, numerous, and usually interfere with 
readability 

1 Central focus is not clear or topic is barely addressed 

Little or no support or organization; usually lacks closure 
Few or no complete sentences 

Mechanical errors are so frequent that the intended meaning is unclear 



1 Central focus is not clear or topic is barely addressed 

Little or no support or organization; usually lacks closure 
Few or no complete sentences 

Mechanical errors are so frequent that the intended meaning is unclear 
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.A 



,1 A^C> OJ/TNiM ^j?»*v.,^ 



Score Point:: 1 

This response has multiple times when the writer was helped. The writer has 
made no attempt to unify the times. The most detailed is the time the writer 
helped an old lady. There is little support and because of the brevity oL the 
response, little evidence of an organizational strategy. In addition, the 
response is one sentence with frequent mechanical errors. 
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Score Points 1 

This response is about a time when the writer helped his/her brother. 
Although the topic is clear, it is barely addressed. There is no attempt to 
support the central focus and because of the brevity of the response, little 
evidence of an organizational strategy. In addition to run-on sentences, 
there are also some spelling errors. 
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Score Point:: 1 



This response appears to be about helping an old lady cross the street. 
However, the mechanical errors cause the intended meaning to be unclear. 
There is some sense of an organizational strategy but no evidence the 
organization can be sustained* 



2 Central focus is apparent 

Minimal support; may have flaws in organization , may ramble or include 
irrelevancies, may lack closure 
Numerous errors in sentence structure 

Mechanical errors are varied, numerous, and usually interfere with 
readability 




s*[ 0**4 srfOsfi JL&L QJ2j<62U '. 



Score Point: 2 

The central focus of this response, is apparent, helping the boy get free from 
the fence. Support is minimal but is sufficient to recognize at least the 
highlights of the entire event. For such a brief response , there are numerous 
mechanical errors* 



(L Ons?nj chnZSLL Q ^f J ^Jh <9rMA) & &<H /rf~t 






./ had <a Pns*rt 




(kmj chjJt> ... . , „ . 





Score Point: 2 

The central focus of this response is apparent, Uncle Rodney's help* There is 
support and evidence of an organizational strategy. However, the numerous 
sentence level problems and mechanical errors interfere with the clarity of 
the response. 



Qc*vg. (Vftt^ fmi^ |^n^h JwSL^gj — Trig i^g? — ^.joft • 



Score Point: 2 

Although the central focus is not clearly stated, it can be inferred — my 
friends helped me by not showing up so I got the job. There is support, but 
it basically covers only the highlights of the event and its aftermath. There 
are numerous errors in sentence structure and a variety of mechanical errors. 
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"VuV 4-W. ball \ i qp.^'Wk -Enf jh£jLfoii O/n.cL 

vtmx h£i^ Ctfu "tW 3 , jfactor and of 



ma/\ bt.ccm'y, W?. X fgjj calm. Link 



Score Point: 2 

The central focus of this response is apparent, brother Fred's help. The 
support is minimal but is sufficient to recognize at least the highlights of 
the event. For such a brief response, the errors are numerous. 
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central focus ia apparent 

Limited support; may have flaws in organization, may lack closure 
Little sentence variety; may have short, choppy sentences 
Mechanical errors are present and may detract from readability 
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Score Points 3 



The central focus of this response is apparent, needing money to get home. 
Although brief, this response is a complete story with limited support that 
moves the story beyond a simple highlighting of the events. There are few 
mechanical errors, none of which detract from the clarity; however, the 
sentences are short and choppy. 
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Score Points 3 

The central focua of this response is apparent, helping to recover from a 
death; how<? er, there is a slight focus drift near the end. Support is 
present but is limited. In addition, there is little sentence variety, and 
mechanical errors are present. 
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Score Points 3 



.pacific eiaboration is needed tol ■ , l££ M ^ tio ^ "PP°" through 
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/jiidtk JUa. jk-o JkjJLp , W ^> ui, "&uJ- jiin<? 14, — =^^J 



j ySUi. J>^ai cJ,<HM jj- .tkuj^ r . — 

Score Point: 3 

The central focus of this response is apparent, helping the friend talk to the 
parents. There is support, but it is limited because of the lack of 
specificity — the reader knows generally what is happening. Although an 
organizational strategy is apparent, it is flawed when the writer starts 
repeating ideas near the end. In addition, there is little sentence variety 
and mechanical errors, particularly word choice, detract from the clarity of 
the response. 

liu 



4 Central focus on the topic 

Some elaboration, logical flow of ideas, sense of closure 
Generally good sense of sentence structure with some variety 
Mechanical errors are present but do not affect readability 
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Score Point: 4 
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The central focus of this response is helping Jennifer. There is some 
specific elaboration, particularly in the paragraph explaining the hard time 
Jennifer was having; however, the elaboration is sparse. The sentence 
structure is generally good, and there are few mechanical errors. 119 



i&u±. 

r>V>< S 't kx.^LA^* p..^^'/^ - (O^-O d/^U^i^t 



p U ^ p i 6 >Q 



A (^I^l^O lt>gV& JftQ^C* -HA^ ^V&y iim^- 



Score Point: 4 

The central focus of this response is saving the puppies. There is some 
elaboration and the ideas flow logically until the end where there is an 
unexplained gap in time from saving the puppies to watching the remaining 
puppy. The sentence structure is generally good and the mechanical errors do 
not affect clarity. 
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cut*, e c * L £, cdrTfi^tf/, tjsvvtm/ntMtj /smOci/n&x . 



J>j* J* do — ; ■ ; 



o Ji +jj UjtA M^LL til U tUU hMjJ/ v tf 



Score Points 4 



The central focus of this response is the time the writer helped pay the rent. 
The beginning of the response is elaborated through the use of additional 
specific details to explain the situation. However, the second half of the 
response, although specific, moves quickly to closure and is somewhat 
O repetitive. The sentence structure is varied. 

ERIC 1 ! 1 
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,^>ttfr cm + aWHn * eo«SS QiZfeCL^I fear J . ^m&- 
C. Q ^C^re^ thafc ,y ^l^/fhn fork; fa /or* ^ urA** 
<ae , f <Apri jQ jn civile ; a mrl fafij^-t^ &L£5£j£U 



Score Point: 4 

The central focus of this response is helping Herby. The beginning of the 
response is elaborated through the use of additional specific detail that 
makes it clear helping Herby is not something one automatically wants to do. 
However, the actual act of helping, although specific, lacks development. The 
sentence structure is generally good, and there are few mechanical errors. 
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5 Central focus on the topic 

Elaborated, well-organized, sense of closure; may have minor flaws 

fluency 

Varied sentence structure 
Few mechanical errors 
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h&nsMnxLS Samftda stoqyc cap sham axxz ^r-'nj 



syrvi(?AfHy fnr yoi than smcQULg you kfv>,n Uvo, ^v. ^UTw^^ 
•to lasfcgj ifaf Cui±i£c \sry ana aJiat: ba d h&#2ca£dL tie said f ha <f 



fto^-Hy* Kvk qq,T4tn^^ p^pU aj£^ r^u,/ |<ngyy 

and* I <=>^w k'^ ^^^,V>. GWjg^U 4> rvi<? I f^m k 

.about- 1 hurt- mys<*lP and 1 M^vaj helped H 

inn* 



Score Point: 5 

The central focus of this response is the caring of a stranger. Although this 
response appears sparse, it is specifically and evenly elaborated. The ideas 
flow logically and smoothly from beginning to end. The sentence structure is 
varied, and there is some sophisticated use of punctuation. 
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\±tLs fly&^i lonv ^jsE — F>r 6&>fl^L. 

p^£^ fca bk£^ A — bkii 




Ix. rfU IBg ACT l/N 6n 



O/VM-r THt/Mkr > f /w.o rur /r, 



tor cr codes' 

Ua,oo. MY EkO^ • Aw/vT — — 

•pUr? i2d£ c-Asr PAw.r. Nf-yT w£ 1^ Aiateu 

A ^.n $gr * wov y r ^ — Vy< * <r iSg^tf 
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7^.25 



Irvl Kl- AmH 1 


rwT OjRUYH-T \T cvkm- 6 if. 1D ^ 


W.Ktt MY P/vTHFH. 


\S Nor fVS^r Tft f^ - OoiTB Oi^w 




^JT Alt' f=Hi6AJO. We .)oST Goof- 




V7K7A-f-f dtJ SIX I? fli^TV^^ £aTKSK AnO TOM 


f.Hr 15 t?69ALLY A- 






MV P01/S4T IS .MY Dad 15 t^o! 






# 

Score Points 5 



The central focus of this response is the relationship between father and son. 
The response is sustained and evenly elaborated* The sentence structure is 
varied and sophisticated. However, the lengthy discussion of the father's 
career, although tangentially relevant, disrupts the logical progression of 
the response. 
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//^■//a/ sv/W Ig^g /W*-/ £&a£L '/Wrt7<t j/ffr A&e. . 

^MSjtZZ m ai. ^"J}/ aLsizA -222* </w?*t& l — 
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mmuM h,w Jjmol fliUe fa haMuI^0-MJ4£L-— 

Score Point: 5 

The central focua of this response is the time my sister Chandra helped. The 
response is elaborated and well-organized. The situation is nicely set up 
• leading logically to the point of the sister's intercession. Although the 
response is clear and controlled, it lacks vividness and development. The 
sentence structure is varied, and there are few mechanical errors. 
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\JJutt Aa&l JLlhu a -Jb*i 




jmM ^y^ofu^j vthbio yw> &lu . 




CjiuldtLit qU. Jbd- uJl ~ 7fo (2ltefa j* 
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Score Point: 5 

The central focus of this ^.e^ponse* is helping Ramona. The re. ponse is fluent, 
well-organized, and evenly 'elaborated. The word choice is precise and vivid* 
This is a high H 5 H « More development is needed for a higher score, 

em: 122 
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6 consistent central focus on the topic 

Fully elaborated, clear sense of order, fluency, closure; vivid language 
Varied and complex sentence structure 
Few or no mechanical errors 
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Score Point: 6 
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This response is consistently focused on the time when the writer .life was 
saved. Although the lead-in seems lengthy, it is clearly 

incident and is necessary background information. The response is thoroughly 
elaborated, clearly ordered, and fluent. The language is vivid and there are 
varied, complex sentence structures. There are few mechanical errors. 
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Score Points 6 

This response is consistently focused on the time when the writer saved Emily. 
It is fully elaborated, and there is a clear sense of order. The fluency is 
enhanced by the precise word choice. The sentence structures are varied and 
complex. There are no mechanical errors. 
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Score Points 6 



This response is consistently focused on the time Stephanie helped the writer* 
It is fully elaborated, with a clear sense of order. The jurcaposing of 
Stephanie's life, the helper, against the writer's life, the helped, is a 
clever and sophisticated approach. The sentence structures are varied and 
complex, and there are few mechanical errors. 
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Score Point: 6 



131 



9 

ERIC 



This response is consistently focused on the time the teacher helped the 
writer. It is thoroughly developed, clearly ordered, and fluent. The 
language is vivid, and the sentences are complex and varied. There are no 
mechanical errors and some sophisticated use of punctuation. 
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APFTON 
4TH GRADE- 



TOTAL 
CASES 



TOTAL READING 28 

VOCABULARY 28 

COMPREHENSION 28 

TOTAL MATH 28 

CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 28 

MATH COMPUTATION 28 

MATH APPLICATION 28 

WRITING SCORE 28 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 28 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 28 



6TH GRADE-; 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

8TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 
SURVEY ITtfMS- MEAN 

10TH GRADE- 
TOTAL 
CASE 



TOTAL READING 26 

VOCABULARY 26 

COMPREHENSION 26 

TOTAL MATH 26 

WRITING SCORE 26 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 26 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 26 



MISSING VALID 



CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


3 


25 


89 .29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3 


25 


89.29% 


3.20 


24.80 


88.57% 


3.34 


24.66 


88.07% 



MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


3 


23 


88.46% 


3 


23 


88.46% 


2 


24 


92.31% 


2 


24 


92.31% 


1 


25 


96.15% 


4.20 


21.80 


83.85% 


0.51 


25.49 


98.04% 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


19 


8 


11 


57.89% 


19 


8 


11 


57.89% 


IS 


8 


11 


57.89% 


19 


3 


16 


84.21% 


19 


3 


16 


84.21% 


19 


3 


16 


84.21% 


19 


3 


16 


84.21% 


19 


2 


17 


89.47% 


19 


1.60 


17.40 


91.58% 


19 


1.64 


17.36 


91.37% 


TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


15 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3 


13 


81.25% 


16 


3.60 


12.40 


77.50% 


16 


3.13 


12.87 


80.44% 
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BAYLESS 
4TH GRADE - 



TOTAL 
CASES 



MISSING 
CASES 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

6TH GRADE - 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

8TH GRADE- 



8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 




0 


8 


100.00% 


8 


0. 


00 


8.00 


100.00% 


8 


0. 


10 


7.90 


98.75% 



TOTAL 
CASES 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

10TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 

VOCABULARY 

COMPREHENSION 

TOTAL MATH 

WRITING SCORE 

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



MISSING 
CASES 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
0 

0.00 
0.09 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



13 
13 
13 
12 
12 
12 
12 



92.86% 
92.86% 
92.86% 
85.71% 
85.71% 
85.71% 
85.71% 



14 100.00% 
14.00 100.00% 
13.91 99.36% 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


2 


14 


87.50% 


16 


4.60 


11.40 


71.25% 


16 


2.20 


13.80 


86.25% 


TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 




5 


2 


28.57% 




5 


2 


28,57% 




5 


2 


28.57% 




5 


2 


28.57% 




1 


6 


85.71% 




1.20 


5.80 


82.86% 




1.15 


5.85 


83.57% 



9 

ERIC 



134 



BRENTWOOD 
4TH GRADE 





lUiAu 


AXDDXiMVj 




VALID 






CASES 




. CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


Q 


1 




8 


88 


.89% 


VOCABULARY 


Q 


1 

X 




8 


88 


.89% 


PnifDOT?UT7MC T HM 

LUivKisnEtiMoxuiM 


Q 


1 




8 


88 


.89% 


TOTAL MATH 


9 


2 




7 


77 


.78% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


9 


1 




8 


88 


.89% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


9 


2 




7 


77 


.78% 


MATH APPLICATION 


9 


2 




7 


77 


.78% 


WRITING SCORE 


9 


0 




9 


100 


.00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 9 


0.00 


9 


.00 


100 


.00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


9 


0.00 


9 


.00 


100 


.00% 



6TH GRADE- 








fnrvnikT 
XUXaJj 


XlXDwXJNV? 


VALID 










CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




1 O 


1 
X 


11 


91.67% 


VOCABULARY 




12 


1 


11 


91.67% 


COMPREHENSION 




12 


1 


11 


91.67% 


TOTAL MATH 




12 


2 


10 


83.33% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




12 


2 


10 


33.33% 


MATH COMPUTATION 






i 

X 


11 


91.67% 


MATH APPLICATION 




1 0 


o 


10 


83.33% 


WRITING oLURti 




1 9 




12 


100.00% 


DEMUVaRArtllC ITEMo— 








11.80 


98.33% 


ornjiwv t mpuc mn?AKi 
SUKVEl ITEMb— PUUt\xi 




1 9 


0 11 

W a X X 


11.89 


99.08% 


olii IsRADE— 


















MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




8 


0 


8 


100.00% 


VOCABULARY 




8 


0 


8 


100.00% 


COMPREHENSION 




8 


0 


8 


100.00% 


TOTAL MATH 




8 




7 


87.50% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




8 




7 


87.50% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




8 




7 


87.50% 


MATH APPLICATION 




8 




7 


87.50% 


WRITING SCORE 




8 




7 


87.50% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 


8 


0.20 


7.80 


97.50% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




8 


0.09 


7.91 


98.88% 


10TH GRADE - 
















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 






2 


5 


71.43% 


VOCABULARY 






2 


5 


71.43% 


COMPREHENSION 






2 


5 


71.43% 


TOTAL MATH 






2 


5 


71.43% 


WRITING SCORE 






1 


6 


85.71% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 




, 3.60 


3.40 


48.57% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 






' 1.06 


5.94 


84.86% 



135 



CLAYTON 
4TH GRADE - 



TOT&L READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

6TH GRADE- 



TOTAL 
CASES 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 
19 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

8TH GRADE-' 



TOTAL 
CASES 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 



MISSING 
CASES 

9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
10 
12.20 
12.03 



MISSING 

CASES 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
12 
12.00 
12.13 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

10TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 

VOCABULARY 

COMPREHENSION 

TOTAL MATH 

WRITING SCORE 

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
9 

6.80 
6.97 



52.63% 
52.63% 
52.63% 
52.63% 
52.63% 
52.63% 
52.63% 
47.37% 
35.79% 
36.68% 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 

6.00 
5.87 



27.78% 
27.78% 
27.78% 
27.78% 
27.78% 
27.78% 
27.78% 
3?. 33% 
33.33% 
32.61% 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


20 


12 


8 


40.00% 


20 


12 


8 


40.00% 


20 


12 


8 


40.00% 


20 


12 


8 


40.00% 


2Q 


12 


8 


40.00% 


20 


12 


8 


40.00% 


20 


12 


8 


40.00% 


20 


11 


9 


45.00% 


20 


16.80 


3.20 


16.00% 


20 


12.04 


7.96 


39.80% 


TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


24 


9 


15 


62.50% 


24 


9 


15 


62.50% 


24 


9 


15 


62.50% 


24 


9 


15 


62.50% 


24 


10 


14 


58.33% 


24 


9.20 


14.80 


61.67% 


24 


9.09 


14.91 


62.13% 



4TH GRADri- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL REUSING 


12 


0 


12 


100. 


00% 


VOCABULARY 


12 


0 


12 


100. 


00% 


COMPREHENSION 


12 


0 


32 


100. 


00% 


TOTAL HATH 


12 


1 


11 


91. 


67% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


12 


1 


11 


91. 


67% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


12 


1 


11 


91. 


67% 


MATH APPLICATION 


12 


1 


11 


91. 


67% 


WRITING SCORE 


12 


0 


12 


100. 


00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 12 


0.00 


12.00 


100. 


00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


12 


0.03 


11.97 


99. 


75% 



6TH GRADE 





TOTAL 


HISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


20 




3 


17 


85. 


00% 


VOCABULARY 


20 




3 


17 


85. 


00% 


COMPREHENSION 


20 




3 


17 


85. 


00% 


TOTAL MATH 


20 




4 


16 


80. 


00% 


CONCEPT OF TIMBERS 


20 




4 


16 


80. 


00% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


20 




4 


16 


80. 


00% 


MATH APPLICATION 


20 




4 


16 


80. 


00% 


WRITING SCORE 


20 




2 


18 


90. 


00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 20 


3. 


60 


16.40 


82. 


00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


20 


3. 


11 


16.89 


84. 


45% 



8TH GRADE- 







TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




21 


3 




18 


85. 


71% 


VOCABULARY 




21 


3 




18 


85. 


71% 


COMPREHENSION 




21 


3 




18 


85. 


71% 


TOTAL MATH 




21 


5 




16 


76. 


19% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




21 


3 




18 


85. 


71% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




21 


4 




17 


80. 


95% 


MATH APPLICATION 




21 


4 




17 


80. 


95% 


WRITING SCORE 




21 


0 




21 


100. 


00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


21 


1.40 


19 


.60 


93. 


33% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




21 


1.49 


19 


.51 


92. 


90% 


10TH GRADE- 




















TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




13 


2 




11 


84. 


62% 


VOCABULARY 




13 


2 




11 


84. 


62% 


COMPREHENSION 




13 


2 




11 


84. 


62% 


TOTAL MATH 




13 


2 




11 


84. 


62% 


WRITING SCORE 




13 


2 




11 


84. 


62% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


13 


2.00 


11 


.00 


84. 


,62% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




13 


2.04 


10 


.96 


84. 


,31% 



137 



HAZELWOOD 
4TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLI -ITION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 
CASES 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 



MISSING 
CASES 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1.00 
1.03 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5.00 
4.97 



83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
83.33% 
82.83% 



6TH GRADE- 



TOTAL 
CASES 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

8TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 
CASES 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 



MISSING 
CASES 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.20 
0.15 



MISSING 
CASES 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 

2.40 
2.1? 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

6.80 
6.85 



100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100. oc% 
97.14% 
97.86% 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
11 
1C 
11.60 
11.87 



78.57% 
78.57% 
78.57% 
78.57% 
78.57% 
78.57% 
78.57% 
71.43% 
82.86% 
84.79% 



10TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 

VOCABULARY 

COMPREHENSION 

TOTAL MATH 

WRITING SCORE 

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


10 


2 


16 


88.89% 


18 


2 


16 


88.89% 


18 


2 


16 


88.89% 


18 


2 


16 


88.89% 


18 


3 


15 


83.33% 


18 


3.00 


15.00 


83.33% 


18 


3.11 


14.89 


82,72% 



9 

ERIC 



13b 



KIRKWOOD 
4TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 




CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


30 




7 


23 


76 .67% 


VOCABULARY 


30 




7 


23 


76 • 67% 


COMPREHENSION 


30 




7 


23 


76 • 67% 


TOTAL MATH 


30 




9 




/ U • UU% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


30 




8 


22 


73.33% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


30 




8 


22 


73.33% 


MATH APPLICATION 


30 




9 


21 


70.00% 


WRITING SCORE 


30 




7 


23 


76.67% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 30 


6 


.80 


23.20 


77.33% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


30 


6 


.41 


23.59 


78.63% 



6TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


35 


6 


29 


82 


.86% 


VOCABULARY 


35 


6 


29 


82 


.86% 


COMPREHENSION 


35 


6 


29 


82 


.86% 


TOTAL MATH 


35 


8 


27 


77 


.14% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


35 


6 


29 


82 


.86% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


35 


6 


29 


82 


.86% 


MATH APPLICATION 


35 


8 


27 


77 


.14% 


WRITING SCORE 


35 


4 


31 


88 


.57% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 35 


6.00 


29.00 


82 


.86% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


35 


5.22 


29.78 


85 


.09% 



8TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


45 


3 


42 


93 


.33% 


VOCABULARY 


45 


3 


42 


93 


.33% 


COMPREHENSION 


45 


3 


42 


93 


.33% 


TOTAL MATH 


45 


3 


42 


93 


.33% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


45 


2 


43 


95 


.56% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


45 


2 


43 


95 


.56% 


MATH APPLICATION 


45 


3 


42 


93 


.33% 


WRITING SCORE 


45 


1 


44 


97 


.78% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 45 


3.60 


41.40 


92 


.00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


45 


3.21 


41.79 


92 


.87% 



10TH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING ] 








CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


37 


8 


29 


78.38% 


VOCABULARY 


37 


8 


29 


78.38% 


COMPREHENSION 


37 


8 


29 


78.38% 


TOTAL MATH 


37 


8 


29 


78.38% 


WRITING SCORE 


37 


8 


29 


78.38% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 37 


9.00 


28.00 


75.68% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


37 


8.19 


28.81 


77.86% 



13!) 



LADUE 
4TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

6TH GRADE- 



TOTAL 
CASES 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 
21 



MISSING 
CASES 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4.00 
4.24 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT 0* NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

8TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

10TH GRADE- 



TOTAL 
CASES 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 



17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17.00 
16.76 



80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
80.95% 
79.81% 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


CASES PCT 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


0 


27 100.00% 


27 


1.00 


26.00 96.30% 


27 


0.43 


26.57 98.41% 



MISSING 
CASES 



VALID 



2.20 
2.21 



CASES 


PCT 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


16 


94.12% 


14.80 


87.06% 


14.79 


87.00% 



TOTAL READING 

VOCABULARY 

COMPREHENSION 

TOTAL MATH 

WRITING SCORE 

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASE 


CASES 


CASES PCT 


8 


0 


8 100.00% 


8 


0 


8 100.00% 


8 


0 


8 100.00% 


8 


0 


8 100.00% 


8 


0 


8 100.00% 


8 


0.20 


7.80 97.50% 


8 


0.00 


8.00 100.00% 



Mil 



LINDBERGH 
4TH GRADE- 





»OTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


44 


5 


39 


88 


.64% 


VOCABULARY 


44 


5 


39 


88 


.64% 


COMPREHENSION 


44 


3 


41 


93 


.18% 


TOTAL MATH 


44 


6 


38 


86 


.36% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


44 


4 


40 


90 


.91% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


44 


5 


39 


88 


.64% 


MATH APPLICATION 


44 


5 


39 


88 


.64% 


WRITING SCORE 


44 


4 


40 


90 


.91% 


TOMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 44 


11.60 


32.40 


73 


.64% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


44 


3.52 


40.48 


92 


.00% 



6TH GRADE- 







TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




55 


11 




44 


80, 


.00% 


VOCABULARY 




55 


7 




48 


87, 


.27% 


COMPREHENSION 




55 


11 




44 


80, 


.00% 


TOTAL MATH 




55 


4 




51 


92 


.73% 


CONCEPT OP NUMBERS 




55 


4 




51 


92 


.73% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




55 


4 




51 


92 


.73% 


MATH APPLICATION 




55 


4 




51 


92 


.73% 


WRITING SCORE 




55 


10 




45 


81 


.8*2% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


55 


8.80 


46 


.20 


84 


.00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




55 


12.17 


42 


.83 


77 


.87% 


8TH GRADE- 




















TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




49 


7 




42 


85 


.71% 


VOCABULARY 




49 


6 




43 


87 


.76% 


COMPREHENSION 




49 


7 




42 


85 


.71% 


TOTAL MATH 




49 


7 




42 


85 


.71% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




49 


5 




44 


89 


.80% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




49 


5 




44 


89 


.80% 


MATH APPLICATION 




49 


7 




42 


85 


.71% 


WRITING SCORE 




49 


10 




39 


79 


.59% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


49 


7.40 


41 


.60 


84 


.90% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




49 


9.44 


39 


.56 


80 


.73% 


10TH GRADE- 




















TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASE 


CASES 


CASEJ? 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




60 


12 




48 


80 


.00% 


VOCABULARY 




80 


12 




48 


80 


.00% 


COMPREHENSION 




60 


11 




49 


81 


.67% 


TOTAL MATH 




60 


11 




49 


81 


.67% 


WRITING SCORE 




60 


8 




52 


86 


.67% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


60 


11.80 


48 


.20 


80 


.33% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




60 


10.55 


49 


.45 


82 


.42% 



♦ * 
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MEHVTLLE 
4TH GRADE- 







TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




78 


10 




68 


87. 


18% 


VOCABULARY 




78 


10 




68 


87. 


18% 


COMPREHENSION 




78 


10 




68 


87. 


18% 


TOTAL HATH 




78 


10 




68 


87 . 


18% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




78 


10 




68 


87. 


18% 


MAX ll LUlUr U 1 AT X UW 




7ft 
/ o 


10 




fift 


87 


18% 


MATH APPLICATION 




78 


10 




68 


87. 


18% 


WRITING SCORE 




7Q 
/ O 


7 




71 


91. 


03% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


78 


8.60 


69 


.40 


88. 


97% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




78 


9.24 


68 


.76 


88. 


15% 


6TH GRADE- 




















TOTAL 


MISSING 




VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




68 


9 




59 


86. 


76% 


VOCABULARY 




68 


9 




59 


86. 


76% 


COMPREHENSION 




68 


8 




60 


88. 


24% 


TOTAL MATH 




68 


9 




59 


86. 


76% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




68 


8 




60 


88. 


24% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




68 


8 




60 


88. 


24% 


MATH APPLICATION 




68 


9 




59 


86. 


76% 


WRITING SCORE 




68 


6 




62 


91. 


18% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


68 


6.40 


61 


.60 


90. 


,59% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




68 


7.06 


60 


.94 


89. 


,62% 



8TH GRADE 



TOTAL MISSING VALID 





CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


95 




21 




74 


77 


.89% 


VOCABULARY 


95 




21 




74 


77 


.89% 


COMPREHENSION 


95 




20 




75 


78 


.95% 


TOTAL MATH 


95 




22 




73 


76 


.84% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


95 




20 




75 


78 


.95% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


95 




20 




75 


78 


.95% 


MATH APPLICATION 


95 




22 




73 


76 


.84% 


WRITING SCORE 


95 




19 




76 


80 


.00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 95 


24 


.80 


70 


.20 


73 


.89% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


95 


20 


.81 


74 


.19 


78 


.09% 



10TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 




CASE 


CASFS 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


114 


30 


84 


73.C8% 


VOCABULARY 


114 


• 30 


84 


73.68% 


COMPREHENSION 


114 


30 


84 


73.68% 


TOTAL MATH 


114 


30 


84 


73.68% 


WRITING SCORE 


114 


31 


r 


72.81% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 114 


33.60 


80.40 


70.53% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


114 


33.11 


80.89 


70.96% 
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PARKWAY 
4TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


184 


27 


157 


85 


.33% 


VOCABULARY 


184 


27 


157 


85 


.33% 


COMPREHENSION 


184 


26 


158 


85 


.87% 


TOTAL MATH 


184 


32 


152 


82 


.51% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


184 


28 


156 


84 


.78% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


184 


28 


156 


84 


.78% 


MATH APPLICATION 


184 


30 


154 


83 


.70% 


WRITING SCORE 


184 


14 


170 


92 


.39% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 184 


25.40 


158.60 


86 


.20% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


184 


24.45 


159.55 


86 


.71% 



6TH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 




CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


228 


27 


201 


88.16% 


VOCABULARY 


228 


27 


201 


88.16% 


COMPREHENSION 


228 


24 


204 


39.47% 


TOTAL MATH 


22C 


25 


203 


89.04% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


228 


26 


202 


88.60% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


228 


26 


202 


88.60% 


MATH APPLICA ION 


228 


25 


203 


89.04% 


WRITING SCORE 


228 


24 


204 


89.47% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 228 


26.80 


201.20 


88.25% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


228 


26.53 


201.47 


88.36% 



8TH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


221 


33 


188 


85 


.07% 


VOCABULARY 


221 


33 


188 


85 


.07% 


COMPREHENSION 


221 


32 


189 


85 


.52% 


TOTAL MATH 


221 


34 


187 


84 


.62% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


221 


33 


188 


85 


.07% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


221 


33 


188 


85 


.07% 


MATH APPLICATION 


221 


34 


187 


84 


.62% 


WRITING SCORE 


221 


32 


189 


85 


.52% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 221 


44.20 


176.80 


80 


.00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


221 


35.98 


185.02 


83 


.72% 



10TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISfING 


VALID 






CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


283 


108 


175 


63 


.84% 


VOCABULARY 


283 


105 


178 


62 


.90% 


COMPREHENSION 


283 


106 


177 


62 


.54% 


TOTAL MATH 


283 


126 


157 


55 


.48% 


WRITING SCORE 


283 


79 


204 


72 


.08% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 283 


134.40 


148.60 


52 


.51% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


283 


93.47 


189.53 


66 


.97% 
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PATTONVILLE 
4TH GRADE - 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


PASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


55 


4 


5.1 


92.73% 


55 


4 


51 


92.73% 


55 


4 


51 


92.73% 


55 


5 


50 


90.91% 


55 


4 


51 


92.73% 


55 


4 


51 


92.73% 


55 


5 


50 


90.91% 


55 


2 


53 


96.36% 


55 


4.80 


50.20 


91.27% 


55 


3.52 


51.48 


93.60% 



6TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 






CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


6 


52 


89.66% 


58 


4 


54 


93.10% 


58 


8.20 


49.80 


85.86% 


58 


5.91 


52.09 


89.81% 



8TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 

10TH GRADE- 



TOTAL 
CASES 
65 
65 
65 
65 
65 
65 
65 
65 
65 
65 



MISSING 

CASES 
12 
12 
12 
14 
12 
12 
14 
10 
13.20 
11.57 



TOTAL MISSING 

CASE CASES 

TOTAL READING 67 15 

VOCABULARY 67 15 

COMPREHENSION 67 14 

TOTAL MATH 67 14 

WRITING SCORE 67 18 

DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 67 19.20 

SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 67 18.26 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



53 
53 
53 
51 
53 
53 
51 
55 
51.80 
53.43 



81.54% 
81.54% 
81.54% 
78.46% 
81.54% 
81.54% 
78.46% 
84.62% 
79.69% 
82.20% 



VALID 
CASES PCT 



52 
52 
53 
53 
49 
47.80 
48.74 



77.61% 
77.61% 
79.10% 
79.10% 
73.13% 
71.34% 
72.75% 
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RITENOUR 
4 JH GRADE - 



TOTAL MISSING 





CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


A AO. 

00% 


VOCABULARY 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


00% 


COMPREHENSION 


21 


0 


21 


100 . 




TOTAL MATH 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


00% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


00% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


00% 


MATH APPLICATION 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


00% 


WRITING SCORE 


21 


0 


21 


100. 


00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 21 


0.00 


21.00 


100. 


00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


21 


0.86 


20.14 


95. 


90% 



6TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


34 




33 


97 


.06% 


VOCABULARY 


34 




33 


97 


.06% 


COMPREHENSION 


34 




33 


97 


.06% 


TOTAL MATH 


34 




33 


97 


.06% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


34 




33 


97 


.06% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


34 


0 


34 


100 


.00% 


MATH APPLICATION 


34 


0 


34 


100 


.00% 


WRITING SCORE 


34 


0 


34 


100 


.00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 34 


5.60 


28.40 


83 


.53% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


34 


3.10 


30.90 


90 


.88% 



8TH GRADE 







TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


VOCABULARY 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


COMPREHENSION 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


TOTAL MATH 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


MATH APPLICATION 




36 


0 


36 


100. 


00% 


WRITING SCORE 




36 


1 


35 


97. 


22% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


36 


4.20 


31.80 


88. 


33% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




36 


3.34 


32.66 


90. 


72% 


10TH GRADE- 


















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 








CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




56 


8 


48 


85. 


71% 


VOCABULARY 




56 


8 


48 


85. 


71% 


COMPREHENSION 




56 


8 


48 


85. 


71% 


TOTAL MATH 




56 


8 


48 


85. 


71% 


WRITING SCORE 




56 


8 


48 


85. 


71% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 


56 


11.20 


44.80 


80. 


00% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




56 


8.62 


47.38 


84. 


61% 
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ROCKWOOD 
4TH GRADE 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



xUXAU 




VALID 


1*410 Aw 




CASES 


PCT 


115 


14 

X * 


99 


87 .61% 


115 


11 

XX 


102 

m%m V M 


90.27% 


115 


13 


100 

At w w 


88.50% 


115 
no 


12 

X s» 


101 


89.38% 


113 

X X «J 


11 


102 


90.27% 


113 


10 


103 


*1.15% 


113 


12 


101 


89.38% 


113 


5 


108 


95.58% 


113 


5.00 


108.00 


95.58% 


113 


6.41 


106.59 


94.33% 



6TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


118 


22 


96 


81.36% 


118 


22 


96 


81.36% 


118 


22 


96 


81.36% 


118 


24 


94 


79.66% 


118 


24 


94 


79.66% 


118 


22 


96 


81.36% 


118 


22 


96 


81.36% 


118 


10 


108 


91.53% 


118 


12.60 


105.40 


89.32% 


118 


11.02 


106.98 


90.66% 



8TH GRADE-. 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


125 


23 


102 


81.60% 


125 


23 


102 


81.60% 


125 


22 


103 


82.40% 


125 


23 


102 


81.60% 


125 


22 


103 


82.40% 


125 


24 


101 


80.80% 


125 


22 


103 


82.40% 


125 


12 


113 


90.40% 


MEAN 125 


17.40 


107.60 


86.08% 


125 


11.68 


113.32 


90.66% 



10TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASE 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


119 




14 


105 


88 


.24% 


VOCABULARY 


119 




14 


105 


88 


.24% 


COMPREHENSION 


119 




14 


105 


88 


.24% 


TOTAL MATH 


119 




14 


105 


88 


.24% 


WRITING SCORE 


119 




7 


112 


94 


.12% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 119 


13 


.00 


106.00 


89 


.08% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


119 


9 


.36 


109.64 


92 


.13% 



14t> 



^.15 

VALLEY PARK 
4TH GRADE - 



9 

ERIC 







TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASES 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




13 


1 


12 


92 .31% 


VOCABULARY 




13 


1 


12 


92.31% 


COMPREHENSION 




13 


1 


12 


92.31% 


TOTAL MATH 




13 


\ 


12 


92.31% 


CONCEPT OP NUMBERS 




13 




12 


92.31% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




13 


J 


12 


92.31% 


MATH APPLICATION 




13 




12 


92.31% 


WRITING SCORE 




13 


3 


10 


76.92% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


13 


1.20 


11.80 


90.77% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




13 


1.76 


11.24 


86.46% 


6TH GRADE- 
















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




15 


4 


11 


73.33% 


VOCABULARY 




15 


4 


11 


73.33% 


COMPREHENSION 




15 


4 


11 


73.33% 


TOTAL MATH 




15 


J 


11 


73.33% 


CONCEPT OP NUMBERS 




15 




11 


73.33% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




15 


J 


11 


73.33% 


MATH APPLICATION 




15 




11 


73.33% 


WRITING SCORE 




15 


4 


11 


73.33% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 


15 


4.00 


11.00 


73.33% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




15 


4.36 


10.64 


70.93% 


8TH GRADE-, 
















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




16 


1 


15 


93.75% 


VOCABULARY 




16 


1 


15 


93.75% 


COMPREHENSION 




16 


1 


15 


93.75% 


TOTAL MATH 




16 




15 


93.75% 


CONCEPT OP NUMBERS 




16 




15 


93.75% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




16 




15 


93.75% 


MATH APPLICATION 




16 




15 


93.75% 


WRITING SCORE 




16 


1 


15 


93.75% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 


16 


1.40 


14.60 


91.25% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




16 


1.17 


14.83 


92.69% 


10TH GRADE-' 
















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASE 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




7 


2 


5 


71.43% 


VOCABULARY 




7 


2 


5 


71.43% 


COMPREHENSION 




7 


2 


5 


71.43% 


TOTAL MATH 




7 


2 


5 


71.43% 


WRITING SCORE 




7 


1 


6 


85.71% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


7 


1.00 


6.00 


85.71% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




7 


1.02 


5.98 


85.43% 
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WEBSTER 
4TH GRADE— 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


ll' f CCTWP 


VALID 


CASEo 






PCT 

C \mt JU 




X 




95 00% 




1 
X 


19 

X J 


95 . 00% 




X 


X J 


95 00% 


on 


o 


18 


90.00% 


on 


1 


19 


95.00% 


20 


2 


18 


90.00% 


20 


2 


18 


90.00% 


20 


1 


19 


95.00% 


20 


2.00 


18.00 


90.00% 


20 


2.14 


17.86 


89.30% 



6TH GRADE- 



TOTAL READING 
VOCABULARY 
COMPREHENSION 
TOTAL MATH 
CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 
MATH COMPUTATION 
MATH APPLICATION 
WRITING SCORE 
DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- MEAN 
SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 



TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 


CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


26 


7 


19 


73.08% 


26 


7 


19 


73.08% 


26 


7 


19 


73.08% 


26 


8 


18 


69.23% 


26 


8 


18 


69.23% 


26 


8 


18 


69.23% 


26 


7 


19 


73.08% 


26 


4 


22 


84.62% 


26 


5.20 


20.80 


80.00% 


26 


5.32 


20.68 


79.54% 



8TH GRADE- 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


14 


3 


11 


78 


.57% 


VOCABULARY 


14 


2 


12 


85 


.71% 


COMPREHENSION 


14 


2 


12 


85 


.71% 


TOTAL MATH 


14 


3 


11 


78 


.57% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 


14 


3 


11 


78 


.57% 


MATH COMPUTATION 


14 


3 


11 


78 


.57% 


MATH APPLICATION 


14 


3 


11 


78 


.57% 


WRITING SCORE 


14 


4 


10 


71 


.43% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 14 


3.00 


11.00 


78 


.57% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


14 


1.09 


12.91 


92 


.21% 



10TH GRADE 





TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 






CASE 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 


18 


8 


10 


55 


.56% 


VOCABULARY 


18 


8 


10 


55 


.56% 


COMPREHENSION 


18 


8 


10 


55 


.56% 


TOTAL MATH 


18 


8 


10 


55 


.56% 


WRITING SCORE 


' 18 


9 


9 


50 


.00% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 18 


11.00 


7.00 


38 


.89% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 


18 


11.02 


6.98 


38 


.78% 



MS 



SAINT LOUIS 
4TH GRADE- 







TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




2673 


195 


2478 


92 . 


70% 


VOCABULARY 




2673 


188 


2485 


92 . 


97% 


COMPREHENSION 




2673 


192 


2481 


92. 


82% 


TOTAL MATH 




2673 


233 


2440 


91. 


28% 


CONCEPT OP NUMBERS 




2673 


196 


2477 


92. 


67% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




2673 


200 


2473 


92. 


52% 


MATH APPLICATION 




2673 


219 


2454 


91. 


81% 


WRITING SCORE 




2673 


339 


2334 


87. 


32% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


2673 


712.60 


1960.40 


73. 


34% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




2673 


580.59 


2092.41 


78. 


28% 


6TH GRADE- 


















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




2208 


182 


2026 


91. 


76% 


VOCABULARY 




2208 


178 


2030 


91. 


94% 


COMPREHENSION 




2208 


178 


2030 


91. 


94% 


TOTAL MATH 




2208 


199 


2009 


90. 


99% 


CONCEPT OP NUMBERS 




2208 


179 


2029 


91. 


89% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




2208 


183 


2025 


91. 


,71% 


MATH APPLICATION 

A AC 4fc«A> * • ■> CIA A> MA Mn A A VAi 




2208 


192 


2016 


91. 


30% 


WRITING SCORE 




2208 


382 


1826 


82. 


,70% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 


2208 


588.40 


1619.60 


73. 


,35% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




2208 


504.98 


1703.02 


77. 


,13% 


8TH GRADE- 


















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 








CASES 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




1707 


153 


1554 


91, 


.04% 


VOCABULARY 




1707 


149 


1558 


91, 


,27% 


COMPREHENSION 




1707 


151 


1556 


91, 


.15% 


TOTAL MATH 




1707 


169 


1538 


90. 


.10% 


CONCEPT OF NUMBERS 




1707 


153 


1554 


91. 


.04% 


MATH COMPUTATION 




1707 


154 


1553 


90. 


.98% 


MATH APPLICATION 




1707 


166 


1541 


90, 


.28% 


WRITING SCORE 




1707 


305 


1402 


82, 


.13% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS- 


MEAN 


1707 


265.80 


1441.20 


84 


.43% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




1707 


495.28 


12r 2 


70 


.99% 


10TH GRADE - 


















TOTAL 


MISSING 


VALID 








CASE 


CASES 


CASE 


PCT 


TOTAL READING 




1489 


330 


1159 


77 


.84% 


VOCABULARY 




1489 


320 


1169 


78 


.51% 


COMPREHENSION 




1489 


319 


1170 


78 


.58% 


TOTAL MATH 




1489 


342 


1147 


77 


.03% 


WRITING SCORE 




1489 


510 


979 


65 


.75% 


DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS - 


MEAN 


1489 


891.20 


597.80 


40 


.15% 


SURVEY ITEMS- MEAN 




1489 


696.34 


792.66 


53 


.23% 








t * 
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APPENDIX FIVE 



DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 



1991 



150 



Page 1 GRADE FOUR 
AGE Age in Months 

By levels of GROUP 



9/27/91 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases * 
Missing Cases « 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



3334 
1 OR 



,0 PCT, 





Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


122 


.1281 


8.5568 


3333 


122 


.3873 


9.1798 


1637 


122 


.3160 


8.5607 


712 


119 


.5418 


6.8738 


323 


122 


.5477 


7.4231 


661 



Criterion Variable AGE 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sinn of 
Squares 

2412.0080 

241552.2878 

Eta - .0994 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 804.0027 
3329 72.5600 
Eta Squared » .0099 



F Sig. 
11.0805 .0000 



ir> i 



ERIC 



Page 2 GRADE FOUR 

SEX 



Male 
Female 



9/27/91 



Valid cases 



3334 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 
1 



1635 
1699 



49.0 
51.0 



49.0 
51.0 



49.0 
100.0 



Total 3334 100.0 

Missing cases 0 



100.0 



SEX by GROUP 



Col Pet 



SEX 



Male 



Female 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 3 



50.2 
49.8 



Column 1637 
Total 49.1 



49.1 
50.9 
713 



47.7 
52.3 
323 



4 

46.7 
53.3 



Row 
Total 

1635 
49.0 

1699 
51.0 



21.4 



9.7 



661 3334 
19.8 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
2.53321 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.46932 



ERJC 



1 



52 



Page 3 
LUNCH 



Yes 
No 



Valid cases 



GRADE FOUR 

Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch 



9/27/91 



2492 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 
1 



2162 64.8 86.8 
330 9.9 13.2 

842 25.3 Missing 



86.8 
100.0 



Total 3334 100.0 

Missing cases 842 



100.0 



LUNCH by GROUP 

Col Pet 



LUNCH 
Yes 

No 



0 
1 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 3 4 



89.8 
10.2 



93.0 
7.0 



Column 1154 502 
Total 46.3 20.1 



75.2 
24.8 



262 
10.5 



80.5 
19.5 



574 
23.0 



Row 
Total 

2162 
86.8 

330 
13.2 

2492 
100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
76.47355 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.00000 



9 

ERIC 



15;* 



Page 4 



RESIDE 



GRADE FOUR 
With Whom Live 



9/27/91 



Both Pa rent 3 
(Step) Father 
(Step) Mother 
Grandparents 
Other Relative 
Other 



Valid cases 



2566 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 



Total 



1019 
67 
1095 
186 
90 
97 
12 
768 



3334 



Missing cases 



768 



30.6 
2.0 

32.8 
5.6 
2.7 
2.9 
.4 

23.0 



100.0 



39.7 
2.6 

42.7 
7.2 
3.5 
3.8 
.5 

Missing 



100.0 



39.7 
42.3 
85.0 
92.2 
95.8 
99.5 
100.0 



RESIDE by GROUP 



Col Pet 



RESIDE 



Both Parents 



(Step) Father 



(Step) Mother 



Grandparents 



Other Relative 



Other 



5 
9 



GROUP 



Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 



grated ed 

1 2 



38.1 
3.4 

39.9 
9.0 
4.5 
4.9 
.2 



36.3 
2.3 

48. 9 
5.6 
2.9 
3.3 
.8 



3 

50.4 
1.4 

36.7 
6.5 
1.4 
2.9 
.7 



4 

41.1 
1.7 

45.6 
5.5 
2.9 
2.4 



Row 
Total 

1019 
39.7 

67 
2.6 

1095 
42.7 

186 
7.2 

90 
3.5 

97 
3.8 

12 



Column 1190 521 278 577 2566 

Total 46.4 20.3 10.8 22.5 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
56.97022 



DF 
18 



Significance 
.00001 



9 

ERJC 



154 



W.5 



Page 5 
MOMI-D 



GRADE FOUR 

Education of (Step) Mother 



9/27/91 



Valid 



Cum 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 



Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


38 


1.1 


2.8 


2.8 


1 


140 


4.2 


10.2 


13.0 


2 


408 


12.2 


29.8 


42.8 


3 


259 


7.8 


18.9 


61.7 


4 


524 


15.7 


38.3 


100.0 


• 


777 


23.3 


Missing 




9 


1188 


35.6 


Missing 




Total 


3334 


100.0 


100.0 





Valid cases 1369 
MOMED by GROUP 

Col Pet 



Missing cases 1965 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



MOMED 

0 3.0 
Less Than High schl 

1 11.3 
Had Some High schl 

2 31.9 
Is a High Schl grad 

3 17.4 
Had Some College 

4 36.5 
Is a College Grad 



Column 
Total 



609 
44.5 



4.1 
14.1 
27.8 
17.0 
36.9 



241 
17.6 



3 
1.8 

7.2 

19.8 

25.7 

45.5 



167 
12.2 



4 
2.0 

7.1 

32.4 

19.6 

38.9 



Row 
Total 

38 
2.8 

140 
10.2 

408 
29.8 

259 
18.9 

524 
38.3 



352 1369 
25.7 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
28.20969 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.00515 



9 

ERIC 



155 



Vf.6 



Page 6 
POPED 



GRADE FOUR 

Education of (Step) Father 



Valid 



9/27/91 
Cum 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 



Value 


k requency 


fercent 


rerceriL 




0 


42 


1.3 


3.8 


3.8 


1 


89 


2.7 


8.0 


11.8 


2 


304 


9.1 


27.3 


39.1 


3 


154 


4.6 


13.8 


52.9 


4 


524 


15.7 


47.1 


100.0 


• 


802 


24.1 


Missing 




9 


1419 


42.6 


Missing 




Total 


3334 


10v .0 


100.0 





Valid ca3es 1113 
POPED by GROUP 

Col Pet 



Missing cases 2221 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



POPED 

0 4.7 
Less Than High schl 

1 8.2 
Had Some High schol 

2 28.8 
Is a High Schl grad 

3 13.8 
Had Some College 

4 44.6 
Is a College Grad 



2.5 
11.6 
26.3 
12.1 
47.5 



Column 
Total 



514 

46.2 



.98 
17.8 



3 
1.4 

7.1 

20.0 

18.6 

52 .9 



140 
12.6 



4 

4.2 

5.4 
29.1 
12.6 
48.7 



Row 
Total 

42 
3.8 

89 
8.0 

304 
27.3 

154 
13.8 

524 
47.1 



261 1113 
23.5 100.0 



Chi-Sguare 
Pearson 



Value 
18 .07656 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.11339 



15K 



H6.1 



Page 7 



GRADE FOUR 



/27/91 



HOME 



Type of Housing 



House 

Apt. Build, or Flat 
Project 



Valid cases 



2519 



Valid 

Value Frequency Percent Percent 



0 
1 

2 

9 

Total 
Missing cases 



1444 
1011 

64 
783 

32 



43.3 
30.3 

1.9 
23 .5 

1.0 



3334 



100.0 



815 



57.3 
40.1 
2.5 
Missing 
Missing 



100.0 



Cum 
Percent 

57.3 
97.5 
100.0 



HOME by GROUP 

Col Pet 

HOME 

0 

House 

1 

Apt. Build, or Flat 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed Row 
1 2 3 4 Total 



62.1 
36.7 
1.3 



Project 



Column 1170 
Total 46.4 



41.0 
52.6 
6.4 



502 
19.9 



59.6 



39.0 
1.4 



277 
11.0 



60.9 
36.8 
2.3 



1444 
57. J 

1011 
40.1 

64 
2.5 



570 2519 
22.6 100.0 



Chi-Scuare 
Pearson 



Value 
91.63098 



DF 
6 



Significance 
.00000 



9 

ERIC 



157 



Page 1 GRADE SIX 

i;GE Age in Months 

By levels of GROUP 

For Entire Population 



9/25/91 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2962 

4 OR 



1 PCT. 





Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


146 


.9615 


9.0908 


2958 


147 


.8344 


9.2470 


1238 


148 


.2007 


8.7742 


553 


144 


.3414 


10.3526 


413 


146 


.0544 


7.8754 


754 



Criterion Variable AGE 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

5248.2001 

239127.4064 

Eta = .1465 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 1749.4000 
2954 80.9504 
Eta Squared = .0215 



F 

21.6108 



Sig. 
.0000 



ERIC 



Page 2 GRADE SIX 
SEX 



Male 
Female 



valid cases 2962 



0 
1 



1514 
1448 



51.1 
48.9 



51.1 
48.9 



Total 2962 100.0 

Missing cases 0 



100.0 



9/25/91 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



51.1 
100.0 



SEX by GROUP 

Col Pet 

SEX 

0 

Male 



Female 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 



1 

50.6 
49.4 



Column 1242 
Total 41.9 



2 

52.3 
47.7 



553 
18.7 



3 

51.6 
48.4 



413 
13.9 



4 

50.8 
49.2 



Row 
Total 

1514 
51.1 

1448 
48.9 



754 2962 
25.5 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
.46610 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.92627 



ERIC 



Page 3 
'LUNCH 



Yes 
No 



GRADE SIX 

Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch 



9/25/91 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 
1 



1775 59.9 83.7 
346 11.7 16.3 
841 28.4 Missing 



83.7 
100.0 



Valid cases 



2121 



Total 2962 100.0 
Missing cases 841 



100.0 



LUNCH by GROUP 



LUNCH 



Yes 



Col Pet 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 3 4 

88.3 89.5 70.4 80.2 



Row 
Total 



1775 
83.7 



No 



11.7 



10.5 



29.6 



19.8 



346 
16.3 



Column 
Total 



803 
37.9 



391 
18.4 



284 
13.4 



643 
30.3 



2121 
100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
64.37809 



DF 

3 



Significance 
.00000 



ItiU 

9 

ERIC 



Page 4 GRADE SIX 
RESIDE With Whom Live 



9/25/91 











Valid 


Cum 




Value Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


Both Parents 


0 


795 


26.8 


34.2 


34 .2 


(Step) Father 


1 


58 


2.0 


2.5 


36.7 


(Step) Mother 


2 


1157 


39 . 1 


49 . 8 


86.5 


Grandparents 


3 


i;>9 


5.4 


6.8 


93.3 


Other Relative 


4 


60 


2.0 


2.6 


95.9 


Other 


5 


86 


2.9 


3.7 


99.6 




9 


10 


.3 


.4 


100.0 




• 


637 


21.5 


Missing 






Total 


2962 


100.0 


100.0 




Valid case3 2325 


Missing cases 


637 









RESIDE by GROUP 
Col Pet 

RESIDE 

0 

Both Parents 

1 

(Step) Father 
(Step) Mother 
Grandparents 
Other Relative 
Other 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 ?. 



Column 
Total 



31.9 
2.3 

43.1 
9.7 
4.0 
3.4 
.6 



894 
38.5 



30.6 
3.1 

55.8 
6.9 
1.0 
2.1 
.5 



421 
18.1 



3 

40.8 
2.9 

44.0 
5.5 
2.6 
4.0 
.3 



348 
15.0 



4 

36.1 
2.1 

51.2 
3.6 
1.7 
5.0 
.3 



662 
28.5 



Row 
Total 

795 
34.2 

58 
2.5 

1157 
49.8 

159 
6.8 

60 
2.6 

86 
3.7 

10 

.4 

2325 
100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
58.14456 



DF 
18 



Significance 
.00000 



ERIC 



Y/.12 



Page 5 GRADE SIX 
MOMED Education of (Step) Mother 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 



9/25/91 









Valid 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


26 


.9 


1.8 


1.8 


1 


210 


7.1 


14.4 


16.1 


2 


445 


15.0 


30.4 


46.6 


3 


343 


11.6 


23.5 


70,0 


4 


438 


14.8 


30.0 


100.0 


• 


649 


21.9 


Missing 




9 


851 


28.7 


Missing 




Total 


2962 


100.0 


100.0 





Va. 1 id cases 1462 
MOMED by GROUP 

Col Pet 

MOMED 



Missing cases 1500 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



Less Than High schl 



Had Some High schl 



Is a High Schl grad 



Had Some College 



Is a College Grad 

Column 
Total 



2.0 
18.4 
32.8 
17.0 
29.9 



512 
35.0 



2.4 
19.0 
28.2 
25.0 
25.4 



248 
17.0 



3 
.8 

8.0 

27.9 

27.1 

36.3 



251 
17.2 



4 
1.8 

10.9 

30.4 

27.9 

29.0 



Row 
Total 

26 
1.8 

210 
14.4 

445 
30.4 

343 
23.5 

438 
30.0 



451 1462 
30.8 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
44.03225 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.00002 



... • IV>2 

ERIC 



Page 6 GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



POPED 



Education of (Step) Father 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 



Valid cases 



1061 









Val id 

vaxxu 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


31 


1.0 


2.9 


2.9 


1 


120 


4.1 


11.3 


14.2 


2 


342 


11.5 


32.2 


46.5 


3 


180 


6.1 


17.0 


63.4 


4 


388 


13.1 


36.6 


100.0 


• 


689 


23.3 


Missing 




9 


1212 


40.9 


Missing 




Total 


2962 


100.0 


100.0 





Missing cases 1901 



POPED by GROUP 



Col Pet 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



POPED 



0 



Less Than High schl 



Had Some High schl 



Is a High Schl grad 



Had Some College 



Is a College Grad 

Column 
Total 



3.6 
13.7 
31.5 
16.5 
34.6 



387 
36.5 



2.2 
10.0 
33.3 
15.6 
38.9 



180 
17.0 



3 
1.1 

10.4 

28.0 

19.8 

40 .7 



182 
17.2 



4 

3.5 

9.6 
34.9 
16.7 
35.3 



Row 
Total 

31 
2.9 

120 
11.3 

342 
32.2 

180 
17.0 

388 
36.6 



312 1061 
29.4 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
11.13539 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.51735 



9 

ERIC 



u.ST COPY AVAILABLE 



1K3 



Page 7 GRADE SIX 

HOME Type of Housing 



House 

Apt. Build, or Flat 
Project 



9/25/91 









Valid 


^ UUU 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


1314 


44.4 


56.9 


56.9 


1 


932 


31.5 


40.3 


97.2 


2 


65 


2.2 


2.8 


100.0 


« 


618 


20.9 


Missing 




9 


33 


1.1 


Missing 




Total 


2962 


100.0 


100.0 





2311 



Valid cases 
HOME by GROUP 

Col Pet 

HOME 

0 

House 



Missing cases 



651 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed Row 
1 2 3 4 Total 



61.0 



1 36.8 
Apt. Build, or Flat 



Project 



Column 
Total 



2.2 



906 
39.2 



39.3 
54.2 
6.5 



415 
18.0 



57.9 
40.6 
1.5 



340 
14.7 



61.7 
36.3 
2.0 



1314 
56.9 

932 
40.3 

65 
2.8 



650 2311 
28.1 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
78.42427 



DF 
6 



Significance 
.00000 
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Page 1 GRADE EIGHT 

AGE Age in Months 

By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases ■ 



2485 
1 OR 



.0 PCT. 



9/26/91 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


170.6449 


8.1334 


2484 


171.1723 


7.7893 


911 


171.1046 


7.4363 


373 


167.6303 


6.8285 


422 


171.4422 


9.0884 


778 



Criterion Variable AGE 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

4661.7320 

59593.0941 

Eta = .1685 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 1553,9107 
2480 64.3521 
Eta Squared - .0284 



F Sig. 
24.1470 .0000 



IK 55 
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Page 2 GRADE EIGHT 
SEX 



Male 
Female 



Valid cases 



2485 



0 
1 



1145 
1340 



46.1 
53.9 



46.1 
53.9 



Total 2485 100.0 

Missing cases 0 



100.0 



9/26/91 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



46.1 
100.0 



SEX by GROUP 

Col Pet 

SEX 

0 

Male 



Female 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet 
grated ed 

2 



Column 
Total 



1 

47.8 
52.2 



912 
36.7 



50.9 
49.1 



373 
15.0 



3 

47.6 
52.4 



Transfer 
4 

40.9 
59.1 



422 
17.0 



778 
31.3 



Row 
Total 

1145 
46.1 

1340 
53.9 

2485 
100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
13.53288 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.00362 



ERJC 
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Page 
LUNCH 



Yes 
No 



GRADE EIGHT 

Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch 



0 
1 



1200 48.3 73.4 

434 17.5 26.6 

851 34.2 Missing 



Valid cases 



1634 



Total 2485 100.0 

Missing cases 851 



100.0 



9/26/9 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



73.4 
100.0 



LUNCH by GROUP 

Col Pet 



LUNCH 
Yes 

No 



0 
1 



Column 
Total 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet 
grated ed 

2 



1 

80.6 
19.4 



505 
30.9 



76.5 
23.5 



213 
13.0 



3 

67.8 
32.2 



317 
19.4 



Transfer 
4 

69.3 
30.7 



599 
36.7 



Row 
Total 

1200 
73.4 

434 
26.6 

1634 
100.0 



Chi -Square 
Pearson 



Value 
24.72590 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.00002 
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Page 4 
RESIDE 



GRADE EIGHT 
With Whom Live 



9/26/91 



Valid 



Cum 



Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



Both Parents 
(Step) Father 
(Step) Mother 
Grandparents 
Other Relative 
Other 



0 


548 


22.1 


30.0 


30.0 


1 


49 


2.0 


2.7 


32.6 


2 


1011 


40.7 


55.3 


87.9 


3 


120 


4.8 


6.6 


94.5 


4 


49 


2.0 


2.7 


97.2 


5 


44 


1.8 


2.4 


99.6 


9 


8 


.3 


.4 


100.0 


• 


656 


26.4 


Missing 




al 


2485 


100.0 


100.0 





Valid cases 1829 
RESIDE by GROUP 
Col Pet 

RESIDE 

0 

Both Parents 

1 

(Step) Father 

2 

(Step) Mother 

3 

Grandparents 

4 

Other Relative 

5 

Other 



Missing cases 



656 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



28.4 
3.0 

52.9 
9.6 
3.3 
2.7 



25.3 
3.3 

59.6 
4.9 
4.5 
1.6 
.8 



3 

33.9 
3.0 

52.7 
5.1 
1.5 
3.0 



4 

31.2 
2.0 

57.2 
5.1 
2.0 
2.2 



Row 
Total 

548 
30.0 

49 
2.7 

1011 
55.3 

120 
6.6 

49 
2.7 

44 
2.4 

8 



Column 
Total 



Chi-Sguare 
Pearson 



603 
33.0 



245 
13.4 



Value 
32.95032 



336 
18.4 



645 
35.3 



DF 
18 



1829 
100.0 



Significance 
.01692 
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Page 5 GRADE EIGHT 

MOMED Education of (Step) Mother 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 



9/26/9 









Valid 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


19 


.8 


1.3 


1.3 


1 


275 


11.1 


18.6 


19.9 


2 


575 


23.1 


39.0 


58.9 


3 


332 


13.4 


22.5 


81.4 


4 


274 


11.0 


18.6 


100.0 


* 


677 


27.2 


Missing 




9 


333 


13.4 


Missing 




Total 


2485 


100.0 


100.0 





Valid cases 1475 
MOMED by GROUP 

Col Pet 



Missing cases 1010 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



MOMED 

0 1.5 
Less Than High schl 

1 24.2 
Had Some High schl 

2 43.0 
Is a High Schl grad 

3 18.1 
Had Some College 

4 13.2 
Is a College Graa 



Column 
Total 



463 
31.4 



l.b 
26.3 
40 .2 
20.6 
11.3 



194 
13.2 



3 
1.5 

11 .5 

31.9 

27.4 

27.8 



270 
18.3 



4 
.9 

14.8 

38.7 

24.5 

21.2 



Row 
Total 

19 
1.3 

275 
18.6 

575 
39.0 

332 
22.5 

274 
18.6 



548 1475 
37.2 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
67.05649 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.00000 
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Page 6 
POPED 



GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 









Valid 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


32 


1.3 


3.1 


3.1 


1 


145 


5.8 


13.9 


16.9 


2 


425 


17.1 


40.7 


57.6 


3 


190 


7.6 


18.2 


75.8 


4 


253 


10.2 


24.2 


100.0 


• 


717 


28.9 


Missing 




9 


723 


29.1 


Missing 




Total 


2485 


100.0 


100.0 





Valid cases 1045 
POPED by GROUP 

Col Pet 



Missing cases 1440 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



POPED 

0 4.2 
Less Than High schl 

1 14.4 
Had Some High schl 

2 44.1 
Is a High Schl grad 

3 15.9 
Had Some College 

4 21.3 
Is a College Grad 



Column 
Total 



333 
31.9 



2.2 
17.0 
37.8 
22.2 
20.7 



135 
12.9 



3 
2.4 

11 .2 

37 .9 

18.0 

30 .6 



206 
19.7 



4 
2.7 

13.7 

40.2 

18.9 

24.5 



Row 
Total 

32 
3.1 

145 
13.9 

425 
40.7 

190 
18.2 

253 
24.2 



371 1045 
35.5 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
13.53284 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.33153 
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Page 7 
HOME 



GRADE EIGHT 
Type of Housing 



House 

Apt. Build, or Flat 
Project 



Valid cases 



1798 



Valid 

Value Frequency Percent Percent 



0 
1 

2 

• 

9 

Total 
Missing cases 



1018 
743 

37 
666 

21 



41.0 
29.9 
1.5 
26.8 
.8 



56.6 
41.3 
2.1 
Missing 
Missing 



2485 



100.0 



100.0 



9/26/91 



Cum 
Percent 

56.6 
97.9 
100.0 



687 



HOME by GROUP 

Col Pet 

HOME 

0 

House 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 

3 



grated ed 

1 2 



0 . 58.1 

1 40.4 
Apt. Build, or Flat 

2 1.5 



Project 



Column 
Total 



594 
33.0 



38.2 



58.9 



2.9 



241 
13.4 



57.7 
39.6 
2.7 



331 
18.4 



Row 
4 Total 



61.7 
36.4 
1.9 



1018 
56.6 

743 
41.3 

37 
2.1 



632 1798 
35.2 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
42.28172 



DF 

6 



Significance 
.00000 
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Page 1 GRADE TEN 

AGE Age in Months 

By levels of GROUP 

For Entire Population 



9/26/91 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2353 
3 OR 



,1 PCT. 





Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


198 


.4600 


11.8129 


2350 


201 


.3686 


11.8161 


681 


201 


.7238 


11.0243 


362 


194 


.3589 


13.0810 


443 


196 


.9028 


10.4463 


864 



Criterion Variable AGE 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

19163.1112 

308624.6288 

Eta - .2418 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 6387.7037 
2346 131.5Lj6 
Eta Squared ■ .0585 



F 

48.5559 



Sig. 
.0000 



17 



0 
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Page 2 GRADE TEN 
SEX 



Male 
Female 



Valid cases 



2353 



0 
1 



1125 
1228 



47.8 
52.2 



47.8 
52.2 



Total 2353 100.0 

Missing cases 0 



100.0 



9/26/91 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



47.8 
100.0 



SEX by GROUP 



SEX 
Male 

Female 



Col Pet 

0 
1 



Column 
Total 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 



1 

48.6 
51.4 



681 
28.9 



2 

50.1 
49.9 



363 
15.4 



3 

46.7 
53.3 



445 
18.9 



Row 
4 Total 



46.8 
53.2 



1125 
47.8 

1228 
52.2 



864 2353 
36.7 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
1.54663 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.67155 
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Page 3 GRADE TEN 

LU4CH Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch 

Valve Label 



9/26/91 



Yes 
No 



Valid cases 



1030 



Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



0 
1 



604 25.7 58.6 
426 18.1 41.4 

1323 56.2 Missing 



58.6 
100.0 



Total 2353 100.0 

Missing cases 1323 



100.0 



LUNCH by GROUP 

Col Pet 

LUNCH 

0 

Yes 



No 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 



Column 
Total 



1 

58.4 
41.6 



202 
19.6 



2 

77.5 
22.5 



89 
8.6 



3 

50.8 
49.2 



193 
18.7 



4 

58.4 
41.6 



546 
53.0 



Row 
Total 

604 
58.6 

426 
41.4 

1030 
100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
18.02594 



DF 
3 



Significance 
.00043 



174 
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Page 5 GPADE TEN 



9/26/91 



MOMED 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 









Valid 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


26 


1.1 


2.3 


2.3 


1 


196 


8.3 


17.5 


19.8 


2 


385 


16.4 


34.3 


54.1 


3 


306 


13.0 


27.3 


81.4 


4 


208 


8.8 


18.6 


100.0 


• 


1112 


47.3 


Missing 




9 


120 


5.1 


Missing 




Total 


2353 


100.0 


100.0 





Valid cases 1121 • Missing cases 1232 



MOMED by GROUP 

Col Pet 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 
grated ed 

1 2 



MOMED 

0 3.9 
Less Than High schl 

1 20.6 
Had Some High schl 

2 39.5 
Is a High Schl grad 

3 21.0 
Had Some College 

4 15.0 
Is a College Grad 



3.1 
25.0 
39.6 
16.7 
15.6 



Column 
Total 



233 
20.8 



96 
8.6 



3 
.9 

14.8 

25.8 

34.5 

24.0 



229 
20.4 



4 
2.1 

16.0 

34.8 

2 3.8 

18.3 



Row 
Total 

26 
2.3 

19< 
17.5 

385 
34.3 

306 
27.3 

208 
18.6 



563 1121 
50.2 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
36.18799 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.00030 
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SALABLE 



Page 



GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



POPED 



Education of (Step) Father 

Valid Cum 
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



Less Than High Schl 
Had Some High Schl 
Is a High Schl Grad 
Had Some College 
Is a College Grad 



Valid cases 



893 



0 
1 
2 
3 
4 



Total 



32 
126 
375 
183 
177 
1145 
315 



2353 



1.4 
5.4 
15.9 
7.8 
7.5 
48.7 
13.4 



100.0 



Missing cases 1460 



3.6 
14.1 
42.0 
20.5 
19.8 
Missing 
Missing 



100.0 



3.6 
17.7 
59.7 
80.2 
100.0 



POPED by GROUP 



Col Pet 



GROUP 



Non Int<3 Integrat Magnet Transfer 



grated ed 

1 2 



POPED 



0 



Less Than High schl 



Had Some High schl 



Is a High Schl grad 



Had Some College 



Is a College Grad 

Column 
Total 



2.8 
18.8 
48.3 
13.6 
16.5 



176 
19.7 



4.1 
20.5 
28.8 
21.9 
24.7 



73 
8.2 



3 

6.3 
12.5 
39.2 
18.2 
23.9 



176 
19.7 



4 

2.8 
12.0 
42.7 
23.7 
10.8 



Row 
Total 

32 
3.6 

126 
14.1 

375 
42.0 

183 
20.5 

177 
19.8 



468 893 
52.4 100.0 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
26.93216 



DF 
12 



Significance 
.00790 



177 
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HOME 



GRADE TEN 

Type of Housing 



9/26/91 



House 

Apt, Build, or Flat 
Project 









Valid 


Cum 


Value 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


0 


781 


33.2 


63.2 


63.2 


1 


435 


18.5 


35.2 


98.5 


2 


19 


.8 


1.5 


100.0 


• 


1100 


46.7 


Missing 




9 


18 


.8 


Missing 




Total 


2353 


100.0 


100.0 





Valid cases 1235 
HOME by GROUP 

Col Pet 

HOME 

0 

House 



Missing cases 1118 



GROUP 

Non Inte Integrat Magnet Transfer 



grated ed 

12 3 



Row 
4 Total 



63.5 
36.5 



Apt. Build, or Flat 
2 



Project 



Column 
Total 



271 
21.9 



50.0 
48.2 
1.8 



112 
9.1 



63.7 
33.5 
2.9 



245 
19.8 



65.4 
32.9 
1.6 



781 
63.2 

435 
35.2 

19 
1.5 



Chi-Square 
Pearson 



Value 
17.19673 



607 1235 
49.1 100.0 



DF 
6 



Significance 
.00859 
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APPENDIX SIX 



ANALYSIS OF 
ACHIEVEMENT SCORES 

WITH AND WITHOUT 
ADJUSTMENT 

1991 



17!) 



NOTES TO HELP INTERPRET THE DATA IN APPENDIX SIX 

Al! analyses are conducted within a specific grade level. As the 
reader looks at the statistical analysis, he or she will see that the 
organization of each analysis has all results for 4th grade presented first, 
6th grade second, 8th grade third, and finally 10th grade. The first set of 
analyses involves the performance achievement levels of the students in 
each group at each grade level. First are attached the Stan/crd reading 
data, then the writing assessment results, and finally are the Stanford 
mathematics data for each grade. Each page of data is for a different 
dependent variable and is organized as described in the following 
comments. 

1. The top of each page contains the mean, standard deviation and 
number of cases for the total sample and for each of the four groups. The 
first group for all analyses is always the non-integrated students, the 
second the integrated students, the third the magnet program students 
and, finally, the transfer students are always the fourth group. 
Immediately under this basic information is included the total number of 
students in this analysis and the number of missing cases. 

2. The next section of data on each page of these tables concerns the 
significance tests for the differences between the four groups. The 
reader will see that the test is provided for the raw data and for each 
corrected (adjusted) data set. Each achievement score was corrected in 
five different ways, as explained above in Chapter II, section C and also 
indicated on these tables. 

Observation: Nearly all statistical tests are significant, 
despite the varying sample sizes. This is true even in the case of the 
adjusted analyses. Five non-significant results were obtained at 10th 
grade, and two at 4th grade. With the exception of one of these, they all 
occur with the V adjustment. This is the one based on the smallest 
sample size. 

3. In the same section of the tables are additional columns for 
proportion of variance in student performance explained by the grouping 
variable (i.e., non-integrated, integrated, magnet, and transfer groups) and 
the covariates (adjusting variables). In other words, each proportion tells 
you how good an explanation you have of the data at which you are looking. 
As indicated in footnotes to these three columns, the data provide, first, 
an indication of the explanatory power of the covariates (adjusting 
variables), second, the explanatory power of the group information after 

ERIC lK '° 



using the covariates, and, finally, the explanatory power of just the group 
information by itself. 

Observations: 

a. In every case, the fifth combination of covariates (using 
nearly all the pre-transfer information) provides the most explanatory 
power in the attempt to understand the differences between all the 
students. In other words, if you wanted to guess the score that a student 
would receive, this combination of variables would allow you to guess 
more correctly than any other combination of variables that we studied. 
This analysis, unfortunately, is also based upon the least number of 
students due to missing data. 

b. The group identification (where the student is going to 
school) provides very little explanatory power, even though statistically 
significant differences exist. In other words, guessing a student's score 
from knowledge of which of the lour groups he or she were in, would be 
very inaccurate. 

c. Prior intelligence measured by the COGAT provides more 
explanatory power than the prior achievement information and nearly as 
much as all the information combined. In other words, your guess about 
an achievement score would be much better using these data. One reason 
for this may be that a measure of intelligence is often most reliable of 
the set of covariates available. 

4. The last part of the table contains the means for the four groups 
after adjustment for each combination of covariates. These are the means 
that would be predicted to exist if all students were equal to each other 
on each of the covariates. For example, for covariance analysis IV, we are 
assuming that all the students have the same level of intelligence. A 
comparison of these means to those at the top of the page shows the 
differences between the raw data and the adjusted daia. 
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Page 1 

Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE FOUR 

TREADS 
GROUP 



9/27/91 



Stanford Total Reading 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Mean . Std Dev 

594.8277 30.6582 

593.4262 29.1216 

589.8085 27.8850 

611.5825 37.3362 

595.2509 30.7134 



Cases 

3052 

1511 
658 
309 
574 



Total Cases - 3334 
Missing Cases - 282 OR 



8.5 PCT, 



¥7.1 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R2b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




39.146 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .037 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




19.098 


.000 


.197 


.020 


CTBBATg 




16.290 


.000 


.234 


.018 


SESh 




10.640 


.000 


.018 


.037 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


9.852 


.000 


.469 


.007 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 4.684 


.003 


.521 


.013 



a. COV.R 2 * proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 
Ci R 2 • proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 
f • CTBRD - CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES * Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Scots; 
j , COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ - COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score* 



la lib HIc . IVd v e 



GP 


1 Non Integrated 593.287 


592.753 


599.139 


595 


.975 


600.323 


GP 


2 Integrated 591.947 


590.963 


594.189 


593 


.155 


596.823 


GP 


3 Magnet 605.127 


604.053 


614.629 


599 


.715 


598.603 


GP 


4 Transfer 589.947 


590.563 


595.699 


589 


.005 


587.373 


a. 


I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - 


■■ CTBRD) ; 










b. 


II - adjusted mean after (Covariate 


- CTBBAT) ; 










c . 


III - adjusted mean after (Covariate 


! - SES) ; 










d. 


IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate 


« COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 









V - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE FOUR 

VOCABS 
GROUP 



9/27/91 



Stanford Vocabulary 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

3ROUP 4 

Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



3334 
27V OR 



Mean 

595.9504 

595.1785 
590.3107 
611.8835 
595.9220 



Std Dev 

33.1536 

33.1403 
29.4726 
38.3315 
31.6208 



Cases 

3062 

1513 
663 
309 
577 



8.2 PCT. 







F 




P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.r2 d r2 c 


ANOVAd 




31. 


364 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .030 


ANCOVAe 














CTBRDf 




14. 


172 


.000 


.150 


.015 


CTBBATg 




11. 


048 


.000 


.176 


.013 


SESh 




8. 


968 


.000 


.013 


.032 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


8. 


245 


.000 


.370 


.007 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 2. 


135 . 


.095 


.449 


.007 



a, COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate '< s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 
c# r2 m proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBRD - CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ » COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia lib IHc IVd v e 

GP 1 Non Integrated 595.153 594,726 599.969 597.585 601.187 

GP 2 Integrated 592.423 591.316 ^95.769 593.785 598.577 

GP 3 Magnet 605.493 604.216 615,049 600.515 598.467 

GP 4 Transfer 590.803 592.066 596.779 589.745 591.347 

a. i m adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBRD); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate » CTBBAT); 

c. Ill • adjusted mean after. (Covariate - SES); 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V « adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



COMPRS 
GROUP 



Stanford Comprehension 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



3334 
275 OR 



8.2 PCT, 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

594.1317 34.9795 3059 

592.4336 32.8734 1513 

589.1184 32.4274 659 

612.4790 42.4571 309 

594.4844 35.6982 578 



F P COV.R2 a GCOV.R2b R 2 C 



ANOVAd 35.200 .000 N/A N/A .033 



ANCOVAe 



CTBRDf 


16.931 


.000 


.177 


.018 


CTBBATg 


14.927 


.000 


.210 


.017 


SESh 


9.902 


.000 


.017 


.035 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 7.370 


.000 


.418 


.006 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & COGQ 5.037 


.002 


.457 


,016 



a. COV.R 2 * proportion of variance explained by covariate<s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate<s) ; 

c. R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANoVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 
f ♦ CTBRD « CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT « CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV » COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age . oore; 

k, COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Scote. 



la lib Hie IVd v e 

GP 1 Non Integrated 592.268 591.672 598.866 595.215 600.090 

GP 2 Integrated 591.728 590.792 593.166 592.865 595.610 

GP 3 Magnet 605.498 604.532 615.636 599.515 599.220 

GP 4 Transfer 589.008 589.212 595.056 588.025 584.130 

a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBRD) ; 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. Ill * adjusted mean after (Covariate =• SES) ; 

d. IV « adjusted mean after (Covariate « COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBBAT +SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of WRTSC 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



Writing Assessment Score 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean 


OUCI L/©V 




2.6447 


.8065 


2934 


2.6300 


.7827 


1412 


2.5747 


.7630 


616 


2.9918 


.9508 


306 


2.5742 


.7822 


600 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



3334 
400 OR 



12.0 PCT, 







F 


P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




22.620 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .023 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




12-796 


.000 


.133 


.014 


CTBBATg 




7.184 


.000 


.162 


.009 


SESh 




9.238 


.000 


.024 


.032 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


4.574 


.003 


.262 


.004 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 4.939 


.002 


.290 


.020 



a. COV.R 2 ■ proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate (s) ; 
Ct r2 m proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA ** Analysis ot Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD » ChTtl Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES * Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV » COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ 28 COGAT Quantitative Standard Age bcore. 



GP 1 Non Integrated 
GP 2 Integrated 
GP 3 Magnet 
GP 4 Transfer 



la 


lib 


IIIc 


IVd 


Ve 


2.644 


2.631 


2.718 


2.685 


2.767 


2.644 


2.631 


2.558 


2.655 


2.667 


2.874 


2.851 


3.058 


2.765 


2.757 


2.504 


2.731 


2.608 


2.515 


2.337 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBRD); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT) ; 
c> in - adjusted mean after (Covariate ■ SESt ; 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e] V - adjusted mean after (Covariate » CTBBAT* SES+'.OGNV+COGV+COGQ) 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of TMATHS Stanford Total Mathematics 

By levels of GROUP 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

For Entire Population 599.8565 33.4458 3004 

GROUP 1 Non Integrated 599.5480 32.3125 1480 

GROUP 2 Integrated 596.8083 32.453S 652 

GROUP 3 Magnet 617 „ 6948 40.299S 308 

GROUP 4 Transfer 594.4486 30.0982 564 



Total Cases » 3334 
Missing Ca^es » 330 OR 9.9 PCT. 



F P COV.R 2 a GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 



ANOVAd 37.270 .000 N/A N/A .036 



ANCOVAe 



CTBMATf 




20.756 


.000 


.203 


.022 


CTBBATg 




16.514 


.000 


.231 


.017 


SESh 




12.567 


.000 


.020 


.043 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


10.897 


.000 


.429 


.008 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & CCGV & 


COGQ 4.505 


.004 


.448 


.014 



a. COV.R^ «■ proportion . variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. •> proportion of variance explained by groups; 
d* ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT « CAT77 Battery Total NCE, 
hi SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV ~ COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 

j. COGV » COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ « COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 




Hb 




IIIc 


IVd 


V e 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


598 


.697 


598 


.863 


604.423 


601 895 


606.758 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


597 


.557 


598 


.783 


601.283 


59 .95 


604.208 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


612 


.427 


610 


.833 


620.413 


605.325 


605.778 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


593 


.387 


593 


.363 


595.413 


591.725 


590.838 



a. I " adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate =- fBBAT) ; 

c. Ill * adjusted mean after (Covariate * SES); 

d. IV ** adjusted mean after (Covariate = COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V * adjusted mean after (Covariate = CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 



ERIC IMi 



Total Cases - 3334 
Missing Cases - 282 OR 



8.5 PCT, 



47.6 



Page 6 

Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE FOUR 

CNCPTS Stanford Concept of Numbers 
GROUP 



9/27/91 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean 


stu uev 




602.8837 


34.1183 


3052 


602.0549 


32.5176 


1511 


599.3116 


34.4897 


658 


619.2987 


40.1617 


308 


600.3565 


31.8443 


575 



F P COV.R 2 a GCQV.R2b R 2 c 



ANOVAd 




28.256 


.000 


N/A 


N/A 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




15.495 


.000 


.177 


.017 


CTBBATg 




11.800 


.000 


.200 


.013 


SESh 




8.179 


.000 


.017 


.028 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


5.542 


.001 


.370 


.004 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 2.233 


.083 


.399 


.008 



.027 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate(s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. r2 ■ proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT « CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 
n SES m Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COG AT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 

j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ « COGAT quantitative Standard Age Score. 



lib HIc IVd Ve 



GP 1 Kon Integrated 601.483 601.674 607.301 604.470 608.556 

GP 2 integrated 600.213 601.324 603. 831 602.340 605.816 

GP 3 Magnet 614.503 613.064 621.541 607*530 609.396 

GP 4 Transfer 598.893 598.874 601.951 597.330 597.706 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 

b. II » adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. III * adjusted mean after (Covariate * SES); 

d. IV * adjusted mean after (Covariate - COCNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

<u V - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBBAT +SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



COMPUTS 
GROUP 



Stanford Math Computations 







Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


For Entire 


Population 


604.6070 


42.8435 


3046 


GROUP 


1 Non Integrated 


605.2852 


42.0488 


1504 


GROUP 


2 integrated 


601.7852 


42.8450 


661 


GROUP 


3 Magnet 


622.5714 


50.9901 


308 


GROUP 


4 Transfer 


596.4258 


36.8889 


573 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



3334 
288 OR 



8.6 PCT. 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV . R2 D R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




26.759 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .026 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




12.997 


.000 


.131 


.015 


CTBBATg 




10.899 


.000 


.143 


.013 


SESh 




10.236 


.000 


.006 


.035 


COGNVi & 


COGVj 


& COGQk 8.122 


.000 


.261 


.007 


CTBBAT & 


SES & 


COGNV & COGV & COGQ 4.266 


.005 


.287 


.017 



a. COV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by covariate <s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 ■ proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 m proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance(ANCOVA) 

f . CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES ■ Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ - COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 




lib 




IIIc 


IVd 




Ve 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


604 


.459 


604 


.667 


609.580 


607. 


942 


612 .417 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


602 


.959 


604 


.207 


606.230 


604. 


282 


609.277 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


617 


.179 


615 


.707 


626.750 


610. 


052 


612.537 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


595 


.219 


595 


.177 


597.890 


593. 


842 


590.217 



a. I " adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. Ill « adjusted mean after (Covariate = SES) ; 

d. IV ' adjusted mean after (Covariate = COGNV ^COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V = adjusted mean after (Covariate = CTBBAT t-SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



MAT HAPS 
GROUP 



Stanford Math Applications 



Mean 



Std Dev 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



592 .7673 

591.9631 
589.5671 
614.2751 
586.8607 



39.9479 

38.8152 
36.0569 
46.2718 
39.7908 



3021 

1489 
656 
309 
567 



Total Case3 ■ 
Missing Cases - 



3334 
313 OR 



9.4 PCT. 



F P COV.R2 a GCOV.R 2 b R 2 C 



ANOVAd 36.861 .000 N/A N/A .0354 



ANCOVAe 



CTBMATf 




20.183 


.000 


.185 


.022 


CTBBATg 




15.909 


.000 


.219 


.017 


SESh 




11.161 


.000 


.028 


.038 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


9.344 


.000 


.414 


.007 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 3.071 


.027 


.437 


.010 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. r2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

a. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTbMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Ag* Score; 

)c. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia lib IHc IVd V e 

GP 1 Non Integrated 591.015 591.167 597.919 594.575 601.064 

GP 2 Integrated 590. 21j 591.707 595.279 592.855 599.164 

GP ' 3 Magnet 608.065 606.077 616.309 599.935 597.544 

GP 4 Transfer' 586,435 586.427 587.609 584.175 585.004 

a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTEMAT) ; 

b. II « adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. Ill « adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

d. IV « adjusted mean after (Covariate * COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after (Covariate * CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



TREADS 
GROUP 



Stanford Total Reading 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

628.1116 27.0335 2661 

625.4496 24.6282 1132 

624.3077 24.9379 494 

644.6400 30.4771 400 

625.4047 26.6902 635 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2962 
301 OR 



10.2 PCT, 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R2 D R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




63.001 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .066 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




44.300 


.000 


.257 


.045 


CTBBATg 




38 .476 


.000 


.304 


.039 


SESh 




18 .852 


.000 


.001 


.071 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


19.292 


.000 


.478 


.017 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 6.295 


.000 


.504 


.021 



a. COV.R 2 m proportion of variance explained by ccvariate is) ; 

b. GCOV.R2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) , 

c. R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA " Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBRD - CAT77 heading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES * Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV « COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ « COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 




lib 




IIIc 


IVd 




Ve 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


627 


.676 


627. 


437 


630.271 


629 


.438 


634.533 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


628 


.116 


627. 


747 


630.711 


629 


.068 


633.853 


GP 


.3 


Magnet 


639 


.886 


639. 


137 


649.781 


635 


.618 


637 .353 


'•P 


4 


Transfer 


621 


.866 


622. 


307 


628.731 


620 


.948 


622.233 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBRD); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. Ill » adjusted mean after (Covariate - ?3S) ; 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after (Covariate = CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE SIX 

VOCABS 
GROUP 



Stanford Vocabulary 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



if 7. 10 



9/25/91 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


632.2615 


31.4985 


2669 


631.0256 


31.6386 


1134 


626.8081 


28.448° 


495 


647.9352 


33.2862 


401 


628.8435 


29.2947 


639 



Total Cases 
Mitsing Cases 



2962 
293 OR 



9.9 PCT, 







F 


P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




43.079 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .046 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




30.079 


.000 


.181 


.034 


CTBBATg 




25.381 


.000 


.198 


.030 


SESh 




11.340 


.000 


.000 


.044 


COGNVi 4 


COGVj & COGQk 


9.184 


.000 


.349 


.010 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 3.575 


.014 


.369 


.015 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 
c* P. 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD - CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV » COG AT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j, COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k, COGQ - COGAi Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



la 



lib 



IJIc 



IVd 



Ve 



1 Hon Integrated 633.551 633.239 635.749 635.840 640.394 

G* 2 integrated 629.971 629.629 633.809 531.400 636.694 

GP 3 Magnet 643.311 642.749 651.329 638.520 639.784 

GP 4 Transfer 625.191 625.549 632.059 626.780 627.054 



a. 
b. 

c. 
d. 



I « adjusted mean after (Covariate « C^BRD) ; 

II « adjusted mean after (Covariate » CTBBAT); 

III - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate * COGNV+COGV+CCGQ) ; 

V » adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 
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GRADE SXX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of COMPRS Stanford Comprehension 

By levels of GROUP 







Mean 


Std Dev 


Ca3es 


For Entire 


Population 


625.4848 


29 .6473 


2669 


GROUP 


1 Non integrated 


621.8705 


26.b333 


1135 


GROUP 


2 Integrated 


622.8644 


27 .0273 


494 


GROUP 


3 Magnet 


642.9825 


33.0867 


401 


GROUP 


4 Transfer 


622.9499 


30.7584 


639 



Total Cases - 2962 
Missing Cases - 293 OR 9.9 PCT. 



F P COV.R2 a GCOV.R2b R 2 c 



ANOVAd 58.590 .000 N/A N/A .062 



ANCOVAe 



CTBRDf 




39.242 


.000 


.229 


.041 


CTBBATg 




34.306 


.000 


.286 


.036 


SESh 




19.136 


.000 


.001 


.072 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


22.183 


.000 


.429 


.022 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 6.270 


.000 


.482 


.022 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 • proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD - CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES « Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV « COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGC - COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 




lib 


Hie 


IVd 




Ve 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


624 


.048 


623.859 


626.944 


625. 


605 


631.165 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


627 


.188 


626.799 


628.834 


627. 


935 


632.335 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


638 


.098 


637 .189 


649.344 


633. 


985 


635.855 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


619 


.408 


619.919 


626.654 


616. 


635 


6.19.07 5 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBRD); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBBAT); 

c. Ill = adjusted mean after (Covariate » SES); 

d. IV * adjusted mean after (Covariate * COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V » adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of WRTSC 
By levels of GROJP 



Writing Assessment score 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 

Missing Cases » 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



2962 
464 OR 



15.7 PCT, 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

2.5448 .64(51 2498 

2.4904 .6175 994 

2.4911 .6150 449 

2.8394 .6449 383 

2.4')33 .6717 672 







F 


P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




32.324 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .037 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




21.489 


.000 


.125 


.026 


CTBBATg 




17.772 


.000 


.145 


.023 


SESh 




14.173 


.000 


.001 


.055 


CCGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


8.570 


.000 


.182 


.012 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV 


& COGQ 3.715 


.012 


.199 


.020 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate (s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBRD - CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal standard Age Score;, 
j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ « COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia 



lib 



Illc 



IVd 



Ve 



GP 1 Non Integrated 2 . 531 

GP 2 Integrated 2.551 

GP 3 Magnet 2.781 

GP 4 Transfer 2.461 



2.533 
2.553 
2,773 
2.473 



2.509 
2.519 
2.909 
2.529 



2.550 
2.550 
2.720 
2.500 



2.609 
2.589 
2.799 
2.489 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 



I « adjust-wG mean after (Covariate - CTBRD) ; 

II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

III - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES) ; 

IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

V - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT^ SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



TMATHS 
GROUP 



Stanford Total Mathematics 



Mean 



Std Dev 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



639.2226 

638.3860 
637 .8310 
655.0779 
631.9111 



29.1294 

27.0754 
26.8727 
35-4292 
26.1980 



2650 

1114 
497 
398 
641 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases « 



2962 
312 OR 



10.5 PCT, 







r 


P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.R2b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




56.830 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .061 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMA'tf 




51.998 


.000 


.295 


.047 


CTBBATg 




48.636 


.000 


.296 


.044 


SESh 




30.568 


.000 


.004 


.105 


COGNVi & 


COGVj 


& COGQk 25.785 


.000 


.396 


.024 


CTBBAT & 


SES & 


COGNV & COGV & COGQ 9.392 


.000 


.473 


.030 



a. COV.R 2 » proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate (&) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. AN OVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Tot^l NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV » COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV ■ COGAT Verbal Standard Age Scora; 

k. COGQ = COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score . 









la 




lib 




IHc 


IVd 


V e 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


639 


.823 


640 


.096 


641.514 


641.126 


645.801 


GF 


2 


Integrated 


640 


.163 


641 


.056 


642.304 


C42.226 


645.821 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


649 


.533 


648 


.446 


663.544 


646.746 


651.791 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


628 


.413 


628 


.266 


634.594 


626.536 


630.941 



a. . I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT) ; 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT) ; 

c. Ill - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after (Covariate = CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE SIX 

CNCPTS 
GROUP 



Stanford Concept of Numbers 



Mean Std Dev 



9/25/91 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



635.9929 

631.15£8 
635.4271 
653.9177 
633.7278 



33.6562 

31.5764 
30.8868 
41.1959 
30.2731 



2672 

-27 
501 
401 
643 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases ■ 



0962 
290 OR 



9.8 PCT, 



M7.14 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R-b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




49.210 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .052 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




29.503 


.000 


.272 


.028 


CTBBATg 




26.232 


.000 


.275 


.025 


SESh 




21.810 


.000 


.002 


.077 


COGNVi & 


COGVj 


& COGQJc 16.853 


.000 


.399 


.016 


CTBBAT & 


SES & 


COGNV & COGV & COGQ 3.745 


.011 


..457 


.013 



a. COV.R^ - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance(ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV * COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j, COGV - COGAT Verbal -Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ » COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 




lib 




IIIc 


IVd 




Ve 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


632 


.887 


633 


.106 


635.925 


634 


.292 


640.961 


GP 


2 


integrated 


638 


.007 


639 


.036 


641.795 


640 


.172 


645.581 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


647 


.707 


646 


.636 


662.695 


644 


.522 


649.611 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


630 


.977 


630 


.796 


635.875 


631 


.292 


635.801 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT i ; 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT l ; 

c. Ill - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES) ; 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate- = COGNV- COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 



9 

ERJ.C 



1!)5 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



2962 
290 OR 



9.8 PCT. 



^7.15 



Page 7 

Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE SIX 

COMPUTS 
GROUP 



9/25/91 



Stanford Math Computations 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean Std Dev 

652.0778 39.2400 

657.6059 40.1341 

650.1657 38.7781 

661.9175 41.6712 

637.8717 31.8101 



Cases 

2672 

1124 
501 
400 
647 



F P COV.R 2 a GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 



ANOVAd 46.770 .000 N/A N/A .050 



ANCOVAe 



CTBMATf 




50.855 


.000 


.129 


.057 


CTBBATg 




50 .513 


.000 


.123 


.057 


SESh 




22.021 


.000 


.001 


.078 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


20.892 


.000 


.143 


.028 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 7.213 ' 


.000 


.203 


.036 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate <s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) / 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA * Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) / 

f. CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 
q. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES ■ Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV » COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k, COGQ - COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score ♦ 



la lib II Ic IVd V e 

GP 1 Non Integrated 659.646 659.883 659.794 660.709 663,747 

GP 2 Integrated 652.936 653.553 651.434 654.389 654.927 

GP 3 Magnet 656.796 655.793 671.554 655.339 652.037 

GP 4 Transfer 634.166 634.063 640.464 634.349 636.767 

a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBMAT); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. III » adjusted mean after (Covariate = SES); 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate =* COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V • adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) • 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



MAT HAPS 
GROUP 



Stanford Math Applications 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


625.9790 


34.8226 


2661 


621.4200 


32.0070 


1119 


624.9317 


31.7682 


498 


647.7444 


38.3454 


399 


621.2326 


34.4899 


645 



Total Cases - 2962 
Missing Cases - 301 OR 



10.2 PCT, 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




67.160 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .071 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




54.876 


.000 


.275 


.051 


CTBBATg 




50.318 


.000 


.286 


.046 


SESh 




28.194 


.000 


.009 


.097 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


41.165 


.000 


.411 


.036 


CTBBAT & 


SES 4 COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 9.896 


.000 


.461 


.033 *• 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate (s) ; 

c. r2 ■ proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA* 

f . CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV » COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia 



lib 



IIIc 



IVd 



Ve 



GP 1 Non integrated 623.066 623.443 626.170 624.684 630.527 

GP 2 Integrated 627.476 628.693 631.260 630.154 635.167 

GP 3 Magnet 641.646 640.383 655.250 637.384 640.657 

GP 4 Transfer 616.736 616.543 624.5'»0 610.314 617.197 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 



I « adjusted .^ean after (Covariate - CTBMAT) ; 

II - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBBAT); 

III - adjusted mean after (Covariate * SES); 

IV » adjusted mean after (Covariate * COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

V - adjusted mean after (Covariate • CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



TREADS 
GROUP 



Stanford Total Reading 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

654.4259 26.8328 2205 

652.3642 24.8995 810 

649.5198 25.4884 329 

668.3277 27.5696 415 

650.6083 26.5010 651 



Total Cases ■ 
Missing Cases * 



2485 
280 OR 



11.3 PCT. 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.r2 d R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




49.898 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .064 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




27.924 


.000 


.411 


.027 


CTBBATg 




21.479 


.000 


.409 


.022 


SESh 




22.476 


.000 


.018 


.077 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


65.851 


.000 


.463 


.059 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 29.663 


.000 


.523 


.063 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 

f . CTBRD * CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score, 



la lib IHc IVd v e 

GP 1 Non Integrated 654.920 654.214 660.110 658.343 663.609 

GP 2 Integrated 654.890 654.244 653.420 658.703 662.039 

GP 3 Magnet 663.050 662.324 674.260 662.013 666.789 

GP 4 Transfer 650.430 651.054 655.450 644.053 649.679 

a. I « adjusted mean after (Covariate * CTBRD); 

b. II « adjusted mean after {Covariate * CTBBAT) ; 

c. Ill » adjusted mean after (Covariate = SES) ; 

d. IV » adjusted mean after (Covariate « COr"V+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after (Covariate - C1BBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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1(7.18 

9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



VOCABS 
GROUP 



Stanford Vocabulary 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Trans fe " 

2485 

274 OR 11.0 PCT. 



Mean 

661.6079 

660.0025 
655.9758 
675.3774 
657.6784 



Std Dev 

30.7370 

29.1033 
28.6884 
32.9677 
29.7655 



Cases 

2211 

812 
330 
416 
653 



F P COV.R 2 a GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 

ANOVAd 37.597 .000 N/A N/A .049 



ANCOVAe 



CTBRDf 




18.176 


.000 


.343 


.020 


CTBBATg 




14.075 


.000 


.331 


.016 


SESh 




1.5.331 


.000 


.011 


.054 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


52 .844 


.000 


.388 


.054 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ27 . 944 


.000 


.458 


.068 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance(ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD * CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES ■ Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGA T Quantitative Standard Age Score, 









la 


lib 


IIIc 


IVd 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


663.371 


662.705 


669.842 


666.933 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


662.301 


661.495 • 


,661.552 


666.173 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


669.391 


668.795 


680.372 


668.643 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


657.171 


657.535 


662.512 


649.833 


a. 




I - adjusted mean 


after (Covariate - CTBRO) ; 






b. 




II » aajusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- CTBBAT) ; 






c. 




III - adjusted mean after (Covariate -« SES) ; 






d. 




IV * adjusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 




e. 




V = adjusted mean 


after (Covariate * 


» CTBBAT +SE5+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 





v e 

674.443 
671.403 
671.803 
654.973 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COMPRS Stanford Comprehension 

By levels of GROUP 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

For Entire Population 649.9760 28.8029 2211 

GROUP 1 Non Integrated 647.7549 27.0382 812 

GROUP 2 Integrated 645.4164 26.8259 329 

GROUP 3 Magnet 664.7325 29.0447 415 

GROUP 4 Transfer 645.6702 28.7853 655 



Total Cases - 2485 
Missing Cases - 274 OR 1J 0 PCT. 



F P COV.R 2 a GCOV.R2 D r 2 c 



ANOVAd 48,482 .000 N/A N/A .062 



ANCOVAe 



CTBRDf 




26 


.552 


.000 


.349 


.028 


CTBBATg 




20 


.803 


.000 


.356 


.023 


SESh 




23 


.701 ' 


.000 


.019 


.081 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


47 


.579 


.000 


.386 


.050 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ20 


.557 


.000 


.435 


.054 



a. COV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by covariate(s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 »• proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 * proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA * Analysis of Variance; 

e. Stucents with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD - CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES » Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV « COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV « COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 


lib 


IIIc 


IVd 




Ve 




GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


649.866 


649.104 


654.200 


653 


.240 


656. 


913 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


650.406 


649.874 


648.410 


654 


.260 


656. 


273 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


f j9.796 


658.954' 


671. 31Q 


658 


.700 


664. 


183 


GP 




Transfer 


t.45.996 


646.794 


650.900 


640 


.240 


646. 


353 


a. 




I « adjusted mean 


after (Covariate ■ 


■ CTBRD) ; 












b. 




II - adjusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- CTBBAT) ; 












c. 




III - adjusted mean after (Covariate 


! - SES) ; 












d. 




IV - adjusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 










e. 




V ■ adjusted mean 


after (Covariate = 


■■ CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 











9 

ERIC 



2r0 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases " 



2485 
417 OR 



16.8 PCT. 



H7.20 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of WRTSC Writing Assessment 


Score 






By levels of GROUP 














Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


For Entire Pooulation 


3 


.0022 


.7345 


2068 


GROUP 1 Non Integrated 


2 


.9782 


.6837 


711 


GROUP 2 Integrated 


2 


.9864 


.6985 


295 


GROUP 3 Magnet 


3 


.2816 


.8134 


396 


GROUP 4 Transfer 


2 


.8686 


.7100 


666 



F P COV.R 2 a GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 



ANOVAd 27.773 .000 N/A N/A .039 



ANCOVAe 



CTBRDf 




16.766 


.000 


.130 


.024 


CTBBATg 




14.066 


.000 


.156 


.020 


SESh 




18.136 


.000 


.007 


.064 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQJc 


26.838 


.000 


.168 


.040 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ14 .370 


.000 


.192 


.056 



a. COV.R2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate($) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups/ 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD - CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard *^ge Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Swore; 

k. COGQ - COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 


Hb 


III C 


IVd 




V e 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


3.017 


3.012 


3.163 


3.079 


3 


.253 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


3.067 


3.062 


3.083 


3.139 


3 


.233 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


3.187 


3.172 


3.453 


3.159 


3 


.323 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


2.877 


2.872 


2.933 


2.769 


2 


.863 


a. 




I - adjusted mean 


after (Covariate > 


- CTBRD) ; 










b. 




II " adjusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- CTBBAT) ; 










c. 




III « adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES) ; 










d. 




IV » adjusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- COGNV +COGV+COGQ) ; 








e. 




V - adjusted mean 


after (Covariate 


- CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 
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GRADE EIGHT 



47.21 

9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



TMATHS 
GROUP 



Stanford Total Mathematics 



Mean 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Hon Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



671.7434 

670.3770 
665.6848 
688.6361 
665.6444 



Std Dev 

31.5203 

30.1934 
31.1919 
34.1438 
27.4967 



Cases 

2182 

793 
330 
415 
644 



Total Cases « 
Missing Cases >■ 



2485 
303 OR 



12.2 PCT. 



F P COV.R2 a GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 



»H3VM 56.312 .000 N/A N/A .072 



ANCOVAe 



CTBMATf 




36.300 


.000 


.364 


.035 


CTBBATg 




30.962 


.000 


.391 


.029 


SESh 




31.479 


.000 


.008 


.103 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


43.614 


.000 


M9 


.038 


CTBBAT & 


SES fk COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ21.036 


.000 


) 


.043 



a. COV.R 2 « proportion of variance explained by covariate is) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA ■ Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance < ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES « Social Econ< mic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k, COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score, 









la 




lib 




IIIc 


IVd 




Ve 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


670 


.532 


671 


.223 


676.454 


675. 


413 


679 .323 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


668 


.992 


670 


.103 


668 .454 


673. 


463 


678 .253 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


683 


.912 


682 


.573 


695.644 


680. 


043 


686 .903 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


667 


.292 


666 


.843 


669.314 


661. 


703 


667 .503 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 

b. II » adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

c. Ill - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+CCGQ) ; 

e. V « adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SESfCOGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CNCPTS 
GROUP 



For Entire Population 



Stanford Concept of Numbers 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 





Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


670 


.6682 


37.7588 


2209 


666 


.0585 


35.7230 


804 


665 


.2793 


36.6809 


333 


690 


.3645 


42.1295 


417 


666 


.5267 


33.6027 


655 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2485 
27 6 OR 



11.1 PCT, 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




49.801 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .064 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




33.269 


.000 


.292 


.036 


CTBBATg 




27.181 


.000 


.321 


.028 


SESh 




24.846 


.000 


.006 


.083 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


25.431 


.000 


.386 


.025 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ12.841 


.000 


.444 


.033 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT - CAT17 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 
he SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 

j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COG^ » COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



la lib Hie iVd ^ 

GP 1 Non integrated 666.343 667.117 673.98? 671 «v» 677.364 

GP 2 Integrated 668.623 669.867 668.912 674.3*5 660.834 

GP 3 Magnet 685.643 684.147 698.682 601,163 689.634 

GP 4 Transfer 668.333 667.837 671.322 662.613 669.574 

a. I m adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 

b. II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT) ; 

c. Ill - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

d. IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



248S 
280 OR 



11.3 PCT. 



Page 7 

Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE EIGHT 



COMPUTS 
GROUP 



Stanford Math Computations 



Mean 



Stu Dev 



9/26/91 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



678.6186 

681.6248 
669.9006 
695.8462 
668.3543 



37.8671 

37.2991 
36.0554 
40.5259 
32.9147 



2205 

805 
332 
416 
652 



F P COV.R2 a GCOV.R^b R 2 c 



ANOVAd 56.147 .000 N/A N/A .071 



ANCGVAe 



CTBMATf 




35.053 


.000 


.263 


.039 


CTBBATg 




33.381 


.000 


.268 


.037 


SESh 




31.860 


.000 


.002 


.105 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


42.846 


.000 


.276 


.049 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ16.272 


.000 


.376 


.046 



a. COV.R 2 » proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) : 

c. - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. kNOVA - Analysis of Variance/ 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBMAT « CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 
q. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h, SES - Social Economic Status; 

i* COGNV * COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 

j ♦ COGV » COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia lib IIIc IVd V e 



GP 


1 Non Integrated 682.426 683.114 


687 


.950 


686 


.931 


690 


.213 


GP 


2 Integrated 673.246 674.204 


671 


.910 


677 


.171 


680 


.743 


GP 


3 Magnet 691.746 690.584 


7 02 


.480 


687 


.871 


693 


.233 


GP 


4 Transfer 671.126 670.584 


670 


.830 


665 


.971 


671 


.043 


a. 


I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 














b. 


II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 














c. 


III - adjusted mean after (Covariate ■ SES) ; 














d. 


IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate = COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 


* 











e. V = adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



MAT HAPS 
GROUP 



Stanford Math Applications 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


658.6914 


34.5031 


2187 


654.6767 


31.9655 


795 


654.5091 


34.6681 


330 


674.8053 


34.4395 


416 


655.3916 


34.5463 


*46 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



2485 
298 OR 



12.0 PCT. 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




39.390 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .051 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




23.568 


.000 


.334 


.024 


CTBBATg 




18.710 


.000 


.370 


.018 


SESh 




20.886 


.000 


.014 


.070 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGOk 


30.469 


.000 


.463 


.026 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ14.872 


.000 


.539 


.031 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate(s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Stndents with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT - CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES * Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV * COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score/ 
j. COGV » COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 







la 


lib 




IIIc 


IVd 


Ve 


GP 


1 Non Integrated 


654.78? 


655 


.534 


660.756 


660.110 


664.468 


GP 


2 Integrated 


658.269 


659 


.594 


657.716 


662.880 


667.998 


GP 


3 Magnet 


669.169 


667 


.624 


682.056 


665.360 


672.608 


GP 


4 Transfer 


655.699 


655 


.304 


659.576 


649.160 


655.608 



a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 



I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT) ; 

II - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT) ; 

III - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

V =» adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 



ERIC 



205 

rfst r.m flVAii tn r 



47.25 



Page 1 

Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE TEN 

TREADS 
GROUP 



9/26/91 



Stanford Total Reading 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 
Missing Cases ~ 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



2353 
558 OR 



Mean Std Dev 

660.0067 27.4942 

653.7850 24.8268 

655.5132 26.5908 

66*. 1521 30.6731 

661.5597 26.2407 



Cases 

1795 

493 
265 
401 
636 



23.7 PCT, 







F 


P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




24.109 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .039 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




5.390 


.001 


.441 


.COT 


CTBBATg 




4.176 


.006 


.429 


.005 


SESh 




4.984 


.002 


.004 


.025 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


9.703 


.000 


.490 


.012 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 1.764 


.153 


.545 


.005 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate <s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 « proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students ' h incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 
ff. CTBRD - ^ / Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT .AT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h* SES « Social Economic Status; 

!♦ COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 

j, COGV « COGAT \<*rbal Standard Age Score; 

k» COGQ - COGAT Quantitative Standard AQe Score. 









la 




Hb 




IIIc 


IVd 




V e 




GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


658 


.295 


658. 


913 


658.049 


660 


.143 


662. 


455 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


657 


.905 


657. 


633 


657.519 


660 


.703 


661. 


105 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


664 


.175 


663. 


743 


672.129 


'664 


.563 


665. 


435 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


659 


.965 


659. 


743 


663.419 


656 


.843 


660. 


255 



a, I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBRD); 

b, II - adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBBAT); 

c, III - adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES); 

d, IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate • COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e, V =* adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



VOCABS 
GROUP 



Stanford Vocabulary 



Mean 



Std Dev 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



669.1128 28.8710 



663.4798 
662.6544 
677.4190 
671.0219 



25.7932 
27.6073 
33.1531 
27.2455 



1808 

496 
272 
401 
639 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2353 
545 OR 



23.2 PCT. 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R2b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




23.686 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .038 


ANCOVAe 












CTBRDf 




6.250 


.000 


.377 


.009 


CTBBATg 




5.531 


.001 


.331 


.008 


SESh 




4.375 


.005 


.004 


.022 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


8.038 


.000 


.420 


.011 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 1.430 


.233 


.453 


.005 



4. COV.R 2 ■ proportion of variance explained by covariate(s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 ■ proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBRD * CAT77 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES * Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV « COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COCAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia lib II Ic iv d v e 

GP 1 Non Integrated 668.166 668.545 666.510 670.229 670.665 

GP 2 Integrated 665.116- 664.735 668.290 667.699 671.515 

GP 3 Magnet 673.766 673.525 680.750 674.509 675.545 

GP 4 Transfer 669.816 669.675 673.120 666.959 670.305 

a. I * adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBRD); 

b. II * adjusted mean after (Covariate « CTBBAT); 

c. Ill * adjusted mean after (Covariate * SES); 

d. IV * adjusted mean after (Covariate * COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 
V - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SF.S+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE TEi. 

COMPRS 
GROUP 



9/26/91 



Stanford Comprehension 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean Std Dev 

654.0900 32.4106 

647.3800 30.4278 

650.5019 31.6059 

662.6815 33.9953 

655.3791 31.9133 



Cases 

1811 

500 
265 
405 
641 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2353 
542 OR 



23.0 PCT, 



47.27 











F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R2b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 








18.576 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .030 


ANCOVAe 
















CTBRDf 








3.345 


.019 


.353 


.005 


CTBBATg 








2.339 


.072 


.370 


.003 


SESh 








4.215 


.006 


.003 


.021 


COGNVi & 


COGVj 


& 


COGQlc 


7.191 


.000 


.398 


.011 


CTBBAT & 


SES & 


COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 1.475 


.221 


.477 


.005 


a. COV.R 2 - 


proportion 


of variance explained by covariate is) ; 







b. GCOV.R^ » proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f. CTBRD - CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT » CAT77 Batter" Total NCE; 

h. SES * Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV » COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV » COGAT Verbal StaiiL-J Age Score; 

k. COGQ = COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



Ia lib IHc IVd V e 



GP 


1 


Non Integrated 651.923 


652.746 


652 


.849 


653 


.656 


657 


.646 


GP 


2 


Integrated 653.713 


653.516 


650 


.409 


656 


.776 


654 


.326 


GP 


3 


Magnet 658.343 


657.736 


667 


.529 


658 


.396 


659 


.256 


GP 


4 


Transfer 653.653 


653.366 


657 


.329 


650 


.216 


653 


.736 


a , 




I - adjusted mean after (Covariate = 


•■ CTBRD) ; 














b. 




II - adjusted mean after (Covariate 


= CTBBAT) ; 














c. 




III = adjusted mean after (Covariate 


: = SES) ; 














d. 




IV =* adjusted mean after (Covariate 


■ COGNV+COGV+COGQ) 


* 











V » adjusted mean after (Covariate * CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+COGV+COGQ) . 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE TEN 

WRTSC 
GROUP 



9/26/91 



Writing Assessment Score 
Program Participated In 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


3.2183 


.8470 


1656 


3.1782 


.8216 


418 


3.1078 


.8223 


218 


3.4781 


.9122 


343 


3.1470 


.8110 


677 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2353 
697 OR 



29.6 PCT. 







F 


P 


COV.R2 a 


GCOV.R 2 b 


R 2 C 


ANOVAd 




14.242 


.000 


N/A 


N/A 


.025 


ANCOVAe 














CTBRDf 




9.087 


.000 


.153 


.017 




CTBBATg 




9.579 


.000 


.204 


.017 




SESh 




3.235 


.022 


.001 


.016 




COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


15.688 


.000 


.185 


.031 




CTBBAT 4 


SES i COGNV & COGV 


& COGQ 3.204 


.023 


.233 


.016 





a. COV.R 2 * proportion of variance explained by covariate (s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 
c# r2 m proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of co. fiance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBRD - CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES ■ Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV * COGAT Verbal Standard Age Sccre; 

k. COGQ * COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 



GP 1 Non Integrated 
GP 2 Integrated 
GP 3 Magnet 
GP 4 Transfer 



la 


lib 


IIIc 


IVd 


Ve 


3.229 


3.256 


3.337 


3.276 


3.414 


3.129 


3.136 


3.147 


3.186 


3.244 


3.399 


3.376 


3.487 


3.406 


3.344 


3.119 


3.096 


3.207 


3.036 


3.144 



a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 



I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBRD); 

II « adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

III - adju-ted mean after (Covariate * SES); 

IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

V - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT+SES+COGNV+CCGV+COGQ) . 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE TEN 

TMATHS 
GROUP 



Stanford Total Mathematics 



Mean 



Std Dev 



9/26/91 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



677 .0051 

669.5249 
671.4036 
680.9436 
682.8180 



34. 921:9 

31.6304 
30.9051 
38.2355 
35.4897 



1768 

482 
275 
390 
621 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2353 

585 OR 24.9 PCT, 



V7.29 







F 


P 


COV.R 2 a 


GCOV.R2b R 2 c 


ANOVAd 




17.599 


.000 


N/A 


N/A .029 


ANCOVAe 












CTBMATf 




10.059 


.000 


.350 


.012 


CTBBATg 




7 .641 


.000 


.363 


.009 


SESh 




3.957 


.008 


.001 


.019 


COGNVi & 


COGVj & COGQk 


2.734 


.042 


.395 


.003 


CTBBAT & 


SES & COGNV & COGV & 


COGQ 1.721 


.162 


.512 


.005 



a. COV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by covariate(s) ; 

b. GCOV.R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups after covariate(s) ; 

c. R 2 - proportion of variance explained by groups; 

d. ANOVA - Analysis of Variance; 

e. Students with incomplete data excluded in analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) ; 

f . CTBMAT * CAT77 Math Total NCE; 

g. CTBBAT - CAT77 Battery Total NCE; 

h. SES - Social Economic Status; 

i. COGNV - COGAT Non-Verbal Standard Age Score; 
j. COGV - COGAT Verbal Standard Age Score; 

k. COGQ » COGAT Quantitative Standard Age Score. 









la 


lib 


IIIc 


IVd 




Ve 


GP 


1 


Non Integrated 


673. c 67 


673.880 


673.069 


673.049 


677 


.630 


GP 


2 


Integrated 


671.247 


672.450 


671.899 


675.499 


678 


.660 


GP 


3 


Magnet 


677.277 


676.500 


682.119 


677.319 


676 


.790 


GP 


4 


Transfer 


681.317 


680 .910 


684.589 


677.979 


682 


.450 



a. I - adjusted mean after (Covariate - CTBMAT); 

II « adjustfcJ mean after (Covariate - CTBBAT); 

III » adjusted mean after (Covariate - SES) ; 

IV - adjusted mean after (Covariate - COGNV+COGV+COGQ) ; 

e. V « adjusted mean after (Covariate = CTBBA1 +SES+COGNV+COGV-COGQ) . 



9 
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Page 5 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of TREADS Stanford Total Reading 
By levels of DISTRICT 

Value Label Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases 



1 


Affton 


585. 


6800 


34.9401 


29299.4400 


' 25 


2 


Bay less 


599. 


5000 


27.2502 


5198.0000 


8 


3 


Brentwood 


617. 


2500 


30.9689 


6713.5000 


8 


4 


Clayton 


617. 


0000 


40.9254 


15074.0000 


10 


5 


Hancock 


582. 


0833 


36.5624 


14704.9167 


12 


6 


Hazel wood 


606. 


8000 


36.5062 


5330.8000 


5 


7 


Kirkwood 


p >99. 


7391 


33.2200 


24278.4348 


23 


8 


Ladue 


606. 


3529 


31.6483 


16025.8824 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


594. 


4359 


29.1762 


32347.5897 


39 


10 


hehville 


592. 


8088 


28.2242 


53372.5147 


68 


11 


Parkway 


589. 


6433 


28.0809 


123012.025 


157 


12 


Pattonvllle 


*<>8. 


9216 


27.8811 


38867.6863 


51 


13 


Ritenour 


595. 


4286 


31.0589 


19293.1429 


21 


14 


Rockwood 


600. 


6465 


30.4973 


91148.6263 


99 


15 


Valley Park 


566. 


0000 


9.2442 


940.0000 


12 


16 


Webster 


612. 


3158 


36.3654 


23830.1053 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


594. 


7296 


30.6507 


2327060.85 


2478 



Within Groups Total 594.8277 30.5172 2826497.51 3052 



Page 5 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TREADS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

41207.8358 

2826497.5102 



D.F. 

16 
3035 



Mean 
Square 

2575.4897 

931.3007 



Sig. 



2.7655 .0002 



Eta 



,1199 Eta Squared - .0144 



2i2 



Page 10 G^ADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 

Summaries of VOCABS Stanford Vocabulary 
By levels of district 



10/3/91 



Value 


Label 


Moan 




Sum of So 


Cases 

Ui fc# Hr 


X 


Art con 


589 6400 

• V1VV 


33.9361 


27639.7600 


• 25 


2 


Bayless 




21-7711 

£• X • » /XX 


3317.8750 


8 


3 


Brentwood 


£1 q neon 


33 9611 


8073 5000 


8 


4 


Clayton 


OlJ • /uuu 


31 7177 


9054. 1000 


10 


5 


Hancock 


Sfl Q 1667 


37 .0990 


15139.6667 


12 


6 


Hazelwood 


Qnnn 

DU / • OUUU . 


47 


9006 8000 


5 


7 


Kirkwood 


597.9565 


30.0113 


19814.9565 


23 


8 


Ladue 


603.7059 


29.9536 


14355.5294 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


594 . 6410 


30.6959 


35804.9744 


39 


10 


Mehville 


595.8088 


28.8238 


55664.5147 


68 


11 


Parkway 


588.4204 


33.0293 


170186.255 


157 


12 


pattonville 


600.4118 


26.8121 


35944.3529 


51 


13 


Ritenour 


598.0476 


24.6566 


12158.9524 


21 


14 


Rockwood 


600.9706 


30.8672 


96230.9118 


102 


15 


Valley Park 


570.0000 


11.0289 


1338.0000 


12 


16 


Webster 


613.8947 


36.1015 


23459.7895 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


595.9569 


33.5056 


2788608.39 


2485 


in Groups Total 


5S C >.9504 


33.0487 


3325798.33 


3062 



Page 10 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable VOCABS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

38738.1238 16 2421.1327 

3325798.3308 3045 1092.2162 

Eta - .1073 Eta Squared - .0115 



F Sig. 
2.2167 .0036 



ERIC 
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Page 15 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of COMPRS Stanford Comprehension 
By levels of DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


sum or ocj 




l 


Affton 


B ft O *i ft ft ft 

582 .2800 


39 . 6048 


37 045 . U4UU 


- OR 
ZD 


2 


Bay leas 


600.0000 


34.5584 


ft *5 ^ ft A ft ft A 

8360 .0000 


a 

0 


3 


Brentwood 


616.3750 


31.2361 


/- ft O A OTCA 

6829.8750 


a 

0 


4 


Clayton 


618.1000 


52 • 6043 


O 4 ft ft A A ft A ft 

24904 • 9000 


1 A 
1U 


5 


Hancock 


fm mm mm mm a a a 

575.5833 


ft ft ^ C «• 

40 * 0351 


17630 .910/ 




6 


Hazel wood 


607.0000 


/\ A ft C ft ft 

29 .8580 


OC^^ AAAA 

3566 . 0000 


c 
0 


7 


Kirkwood 


601.3913 


38.8268 


33165.4783 


23 


8 


Ladue 


609.0000 


37.4700 


22464.0000 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


594.4634 


32.5738 


42442.1951 


41 


10 


Mehville 


590.3971 


33.3570 


74550.2794 


68 


11 


Parkway 


590.1899 


31.9907 


160674.304 


158 


12 


Pattonville 


598.1961 


33.5738 


56360.0392 


51 


13 


Ritenour 


593.5714 


39.2257 


30773.1429 


21 


14 


Roclcwood 


599.0400 


37.2702 


137517.840 


100 


15 


Valley Park 


562.0000 


14.5602 


2332.0000 


12 


16 


Webster 


611.8421 


39.2517 


27732.5263 


19 


17 


S lint Louis 


594.0496 


34.8167 


3006258.90 


2481 



Within Groups Total 



594.1317 



34.8435 3693207.44 



3059 



Page 15 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPRS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

48448.4691 



D.F. 
16 



Mean 
Square 

3028.0293 



F Sig. 
2.4941 .0008 



3693207.4387 3042 1214.0721 

Eta - .1138 Eta Squared - .0129 



2M 



Page 20 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of TMATHS Stanford Total Mathematics 
By levels of DISTRICT 



>ue 


Label 


Moan 
roc ail 




Sum of Scr 

w win w*» 


Cases 


l 


Attton 


5AA 1600 


29 1543 


20399*3600 

mm V w ^ ^ • v v w w 


* 25 


Z 


Bayless 


5Q0 1950 . 


34 2822 


8226.8750 


8 




Brentwood 


Ow X • / ISO 


35 6871 

J J « vO r 1 


7641 .4286 


7 


4 


/"* 1 m*mr4~ 

Clayton 


609 5000 
Ova « jv vv 


27 3140 


6714 5000 

V r X • • w www 


10 


c 
0 


Hancock 


576 Q0Q1 


17 . 6378 

X r • VW r \J 


3110 .9091 

W A W • ^ w «^ a 


11 


6 


• Hazelwood 


fi^q OOOO 


1A 0555 

X O • v www 


1304 0000 

iwvt •www 


5 


i 


KirKwoou 


61 1 A571 


45 9514 

tw • ^wx^ 


42230.5714 

» mm mm w W 4 W ' ^» * 


21 


8 


Ladue 


602.7059 


30.2980 


14687.5294 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


601.3684 


30.7188 


34914.8421 


38 


10 


Mehville 


580.5735 


23.7004 


37634.6324 


68 


11 


Parkway 


591.9408 


28.9226 


126314.467 


152 


12 


Pattonville 


592.1400 


24.6808 


29848.0200 


50 


13 


Ritenour 


592.1429 


28.9660 


16780.5714 


21 


14 


Rockwood 


599.6832 


30.1967 


91183.8614 


101 


15 


Valley Park 


591.5000 


14.9088 


2445.0000 


12 


16 


Webster 


598.7222 


31.8947 


17293.6111 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


601.1066 


34.0567 


2828896.30 


2440 



Within Groups Total 



599.8565 



33.1861 3289626.47 



3004 



Page 20 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TMATHS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Squa re 



D.F. 

69598.6880 16 4349.9180 

3289626.4741 2987 1101.3145 

Eta - .1439 Eta Squared - .0207 



F Sig. 
3.9498 .0000 



9 
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Page 25 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of CNCPTS Stanfo.rd Concept of Numbers 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 




Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


588 


.0000 


31.2116 


23380.0000 


• 25 


2 


Bayless 


593 


.3750 


30.0710 


6329.8750 


8 


3 


Brentwood 


636 


.5000 


38.8367 


10558.0000 


i 


4 


Clayton 


595 


.7000 


33.1027 


9862.1000 


10 


5 


Hancock 


584 


.2727 


29.2851 


8576.1818 


11 


6 


Hazelwood 


635 


.0000 


10.7935 


466.0000 


5 


7 


Ix JL IAWUUU 


614 


3636 

• «J V *J V 


50 0881 


52685 .0909 


22 


8 


Ladue 


601 


.7647 


26.1331 


10927.0588 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


602 


.1750 


30.5731 


36453.7750 


40 


10 


Mehville 


588 


.3235 


24.8407 


41342.8824 


68 


11 


Parkway 


600 


.9167 


32.6200 


164929.917 


156 


12 


Pattonville 


602 


.8824 


30.0138 


45041.2941 


51 


13 


Ritenour 


595 


.3810 


28.7932 


16580.9524 


21 


14 


Rockwood 


604 


.7059 


30 .5156 


94051.1765 


102 


15 


Valley Park 


602 


.0000 


22.6274 


5632.0000 


12 


16 


Webster 


598 


.4737 


28.1669 


14280.7368 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


603 


.4703 


34.6045 


2964941.07 


2477 


Ln Groups Total 


602 


.8837 


33.9883 


3506038.11 


3052 



Page 2S GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable CNCPTS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of Mean 

Squa re3 D . F . Square 

45497.5980 16 2843.5999 

3506038. 1094 3035 1155.2020 



F Sig. 
2.4616 .0010 



Eta - .1132 Eta Squared « .0128 



2 ;t; 



Page 30 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of COMPUTS Stanford Math Computations 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value Label 

1 Affton 

2 Bayless 

3 Brentwood 

4 Clayton 

5 Hancock 

6 Hazelwood 

7 Kirkwood 

8 Ladue 

9 Lindbergh 

10 Mehville 

11 Parkway 

12 pattonville 

13 Ritenour 

14 Rockwood 

15 Valley Park 

16 Webster 

17 Saint Louis 

Within Groups Total 



Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases 

589.8800 30.0185 21626.6400 25 

591.0000 33.3595 7790.0000 8 

638.2857 34.8698 7295.4286 7 

608.4000 17.4050 2726.4000 10 

577.7273 18.1223 3284.1818 11 

657.8000 14.8560 882.8000 5 

610.0909 58.6393 72209.8182 22 

604.0000 38.3943 23586.0000 17 

606.6667 35.9066 48992.6667 39 

587.6176 33.3990 74738.0588 68 

590.0769 36.4197 205591.077 156 

590.6275 32.7969 53781.9216 51 

597.3333 34.4824 23780.6667 21 

600.6408 36.9764 139459.709 103 

602.3333 21.1589 4924.6667 12 

608.9444 36.3633 22478.9444 18 

606.5026 43.8982 4763680.23 2473 



604.6070 



42.5221 5476829.21 



3046 



Page 30 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPUTS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

112463.3977 16 7028.9624 

5476829.2120 3029 1808.1311 

Eta - .1418 Eta Squared - .0201 



F Sig. 
3.8874 .0000 



217 
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Page 35 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 10/3/91 

Summaries of MATHAPS Stanford Math Applications 
By le/els of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


584.2800 


47 .4030 


53929.0400 


• 25 


2 


Bayless 


585.8750 


48 .7572 


16640.8750 


8 


3 


Brentwood 


624.4286 


43.3430 


11271.7143 


7 


4 


Clayton 


600.6000 


44.6572 


17948.4000 


10 


5 


Hancock 


569.2727 


17.3787 


3020 . 1818 


ii 


6 


Haze.i.vood 


611.2000 


46.7622 


8746.8000 


5 


7 


Kirkwood 


612.6190 


45.7313 


41826.9524 


21 


8 


Ladue 


606.5294 


45.3102 


32848.2353 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


593.6410 


38.6799 


56852.9744 


39 


10 


Mehville 


563.3088 


32.8676 


72378.5147 


68 


11 


Parkway 


585.3247 


38.2262 


223569.766 


154 


12 


Pattonville 


581.6200 


32.6765 


52319.7800 


50 


13 


Ritenour 


582.9048 


39.6786 


31487.8095 


21 


14 


Rockwood 


596.3762 


37.5089 


140691.703 


101 


15 


Valley Park 


568.7500 


27.8409 


8526.2500 


12 


16 


Webster 


589.2778 


42.3665 


30513.6111 


18 


17 


Saint Louis 


594.1320 


39.8679 


3898915.22 


2454 



Within Groups Total 592.7673 39.5610 4701487.83 3021 



Page 35 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable MATHAPS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of Mean 

Squares D.F. Square 

117931.5786 16 7370.7237 

4701487.8302 3004 1565.0758 



F 

4.7095 



Sig. 
,0000 



Eta - .1564 Eta Squared - .0245 



2 1 b 
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Page 40 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 10/3/91 

Summaries of WRTSC Writing Assessment Score 

By levels of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


2.6200 


.6000 


8.6400 


• 25 


m» 


Ravi a 44 


2.5625 


.9425 


6.2188 


8 






3.2778 


.9718 


7.5556 


9 


A 
H 




2.7778 


.7949 


5.0556 


9 


*j 




2.3333 


.4924 


2.6667 


12 


0 


U* 9 A 1 uAA/1 

nazciwuuu. 


3.2000 

^ •••www 


.7583 


2.3000 


5 


7 


Kirkwood 


2.4130 


.9002 


17.8261 


23 


8 


Ladue 


2.7647 


.6403 


6.5588 


17 


9 


Lindbergh 


2.5250 


.7334 


20.9750 


40 


10 


Mehville 


2.3239 


.5800 


23.5493 


71 


11 


Parkway 


2.6529 


.8286 


116.0235 


170 


12 


Pattonville 


2.7170 


.7753 


31.2547 


53 


13 


Rltenour 


2.4524 


.9988 


19.9524 


21 


14 


Rockwood 


2.4444 


.7180 


55.1667 


108 


15 


Valley Park 


2.1500 


.6687 


4.0250 


10 


16 


Webster 


3.1316 


.8635 


13.4211 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


2.6628 


.8118 


1537.6320 


2334 



Within Groups Total 2.6447 .8026 1878.8210 



Page 40 GRADE FOUR MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable WRTSC 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

29.0110 16 1.8132 

1878.8210 2917 .6441 

Eta - .1233 Eta Squared « .0152 



F Sig. 
2.8151 .0001 



ERIC 



Page 4 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 10/3/91 

Summaries of TREADS Stanford Total Reading 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


621.9091 


39.8810 


15904.9091 


• 11 


2 


Bayless 


609.6923 


14.0854 


2380.7692 


13 


3 


Brentwood 


649.2727 


25.6363 


6572.1818 


11 


4 


Clayton 


652.4000 


38.7982 


6021.2000 


5 


5 


Hancock 


615.4706 


26.0339 


10844.2353 


17 


6 


Hazelwood 


632.4286 


19.9069 


2377.7143 


7 


7 


Kirlewood 


615.3448 


27 .6938 


21474.5517 


29 


8 


Ladue 


630.0000 


23.7827 


14706.0000 


27 


9 


Lindbergh 


610.2045 


21.4244 


19737.1591 


44 


10 


Mehville 


623.0339 


28.4574 


46969.9322 


59 


11 


Parkway 


625.0945 


26.1097 


136343.204 


201 


12 


Pattonville 


630.4423 


24.7532 


31248.8269 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


628.2424 


27.6553 


24474.0606 


33 


14 


Rockwood 


631.2188 


27.2726 


70360.4063 


96 


15 


Valley Park 


626.5455 


20.1810 


4072.7273 


11 


16 


Webster 


629.4737 


13.7330 


3394.7368 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


628.9600 


27.0910 


1486197 .76 


2026 



Within Groups Total 628.1116 26.8307 1903380.38 2661 



Page 4 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TREADS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

40569.4750 



D.F. 
16 



Mean 
Square 

2535.5922 



1903380.3762 2644 719.8867 

Eta - .1445 Eta Squared - .0209 



t' Sig . 

3.5222 .0000 



2J() 



Page 8 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS .10/3/91 

Summaries of VOCABS Stanford Vocabulary 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Af f ton 


636.6364 


43.8298 


19210.5455 


• 11 


0 


Rxvl ASS 


616.6154 


16.6210 


3315.0769 


13 


*j 




651.6364 


22.9794 


5280.5455 


11 


4 


Clavfcon 


659.0000 


36.4555 


5316.0000 


5 


5 


Hancock. 


624.2941 


29.5016 


13925.5294 


17 




Hazelwood 


627 .7143 


17.0657 


1747.4286 


7 


i 


Kirkwood 


620.2069 


30.9716 


26858.7586 


29 


8 


Ladue 


637.7407 


28.9610 


21807 .1852 


27 


9 


Lindbergh 


615.8542 


28.8363 


39081.9792 


48 


10 


Mehville 


628.0508 


28.3539 


46628.8475 


59 


11 


Parkway 


626.1642 


29.9750 


179699.582 


201 


12 


Pattonville 


634.9615 


30.3793 


47067.9231 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


629.7576 


28.9115 


26748.0606 


33 


14 


Rockwood 


632.6875 


27.0354 


69436.6250 


96 


15 


Valley Park 


630.1818 


16.1915 


2621.6364 


11 


16 


Webster 


641.6842 


16.8591 


5116.1053 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


633.3374 


32.0926 


2089733.85 


2030 


in Groups Total 


632.2615 


31.3329 


2603595.68 


2669 



Page 8 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable VOCABS 



10/3/91 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

43473.7749 16 2717.1109 

2603595.6833 2652 981.7480 



F Sig. 
2.7676 .0002 



Eta * .1282 Eta Squared - .0164 



ERIC 
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Page 12 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of COMPRS Stanford Comprehension 
By levels of DISTRICT 



.ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


610.8182 


42.5507 


18105.6364 


• 11 


2 


Bayless 


604.3077 


16.9675 


3454 .7692 


13 


3 


Brentwood 


648 .8182 


32.4093 


10503.6364 


11 


4 


Clayton 


647.8000 


43.0662 


7418.8000 


5 


5 


Hancock 


607.0000 


36.0382 


20780.0000 


17 


6 


Hazelwood 


637.1429 


26.2515 


4134.8571 


7 


7 


Kirkwood 


612.1379 


28.0047 


21959.4483 


29 


8 


Ladue 


624.2593 


30.1504 


23635.1852 


27 


9 


Lindbergh 


607.0455 


21.8610 


20549.9091 


44 


10 


Mehville 


618.3167 


33.2318 


65156.9833 


60 


11 


Parkway 


624.4608 


29.5469 


177222.686 


204 


12 


Pattonville 


627.7500 


28.4039 


41145.7500 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


627.2424 


31.6327 


32020.0606 


33 


14 


Rockwood 


630.5104 


32.2653 


98899.9896 


96 


15 


Valley Park 


624.1818 


26.0876 


6805.6364 


11 


16 


Webster 


620.6316 


17.8799 


5754.4211 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


626.2828 


29.2512 


1736073.70 


2030 



Within Groups Total 



625.4848 



29.4086 2293621.47 



2669 



Page 12 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPRS 



10/3/91 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

51451.1700 16 3215.6981 

2293621.4654 2652 864.8648 



3.7182 



Sig. 



.0000 



Eta 



,1481 Eta Squared 



0219 



ERIC 



2J2 



Page 16 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of tmaths Stanford Total Mathematics 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value Label 



1 


Af fton 


con coon 

0«3U • JUUU 


2fi 1534 


2 


Bayless 


bio • DUUU 


1 fi 7576 


3 


Brentwood 


CC*k £000 


29 1 1 fiQ 


4 


Clayton 


CC.fi 9000 


34 2812 


5 


Hancock 


625.2500 


25.3074 


6 


Hazel wood 


641.2857 


13.6347 


7 


Kirkwood 


615.1481 


23.8274 


8 


Ladue 


644.4074 


27.3598 


9 


Lindbergh 


622.6078 


19.1333 


10 


MehvilJe 


625.2881 


23.0891 


11 


Parkway 


632.7537 


26.0901 


12 


P&ttonville 


627.1731 


22.4907 


13 


Ritenour 


634.1212 


29.9549 


14 


Rockwood 


638.5000 


29.2721 


15 


Valley Park 


634.5455 


20.5347 


16 


Webster 


638.8889 


17.3812 


17 


Saint Louis 


641.5555 


29.6333 



Mean Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases 



10260.0000 -16 

3089.0000 12 

4402.4000 10 

4700.8000 5 

9607.0000 16 

1115.4286 7 

14761.4074 27 

19462.5185 27 

18304.1569 51 

30920.1017 59 

137499.685 203 

25797.4423 52 

28713.5152 33 

79687.5000 94 

4216.7273 11 

5135.7778 18 

1763284.06 2009 



Within Groups Total 



639.2226 



28.6482 2160957.52 



2650 



Page 16 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TMATHS 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

86781.1195 16 5423.8200 

2160957.5220 2633 820.7207 

Eta * .1965 Eta Squared - .0386 



10/3/91 



F Sig. 
6.6086 .0000 



ERIC 



223 



VSM3 



Page 19 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of CNCPTS Stanford Concept of Numbers 
By levels of DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


630.8750 


35.7619 


19183.7500 


• 16 


2 


Bayless 


635.3333 


17.5982 


3406.6667 


12 


3 


Brentwood 


656.9000 


21.1684 


4032.9000 


10 


4 


Clayton 


650.6000 


60.7725 


14773.2000 


5 


5 


Hancock 


635.4375 


31.0783 


14487.9375 


16 


6 


Hazelwood 


646.5714 


15.6403 


1467.7143 


7 


7 


Kirkwood 


620.2414 


31.0422 


26981.3103 


29 


8 


Ladue 


645.7778 


34.8440 


31566.6667 


27 


9 


Lindbergh 


624.7451 


25.9174 


33585.6863 


51 


10 


Mehville 


627.0333 


29.6945 


52023.9333 


60 


11 


Parkway 


633.1881 


28.8<>91 


167866.851 


202 


12 


Pattonville 


632.2308 


28.3719 


41053.2308 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


628.5455 


28.3043 


25636.1818 


33 


14 


Rockwood 


639.3617 


33.9667 


107297.702 


94 


15 


Valley Park 


643.6364 


25.9934 


6756.5455 


11 


16 


Webster 


646.9444 


18.5106 


5824.9444 


18 


17 


Saint Louis 


636.7107 


34.6355 


2432827.18 


2029 



Within Groups Total 



63S.9929 



33.5517 2988772.40 



2672 



Page 20 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable CNCPTS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Sum of 
Squares 



D.F. 



Mean 
Square 



Sig. 



Between Gioups 



36768 .4658 



16 



2298.0291 



2.0414 .0085 



Within Groups 



2988772 .3991 



2655 



1125.7147 



Eta 



,1102 



Eta Squared - .0122 



2.M 



ERJC 



Page 24 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of COMPUTS Stanford Math Computations 
By levels of DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Af ft on 


654.1250 


31.9997 


15359.7500 


• 16 


2 


Bavlesa 


619.0833 


21.9605 


5304.9167 


12 


3 




664.0000 


24.8998 


6200.0000 


11 


4 


CI avfcon 


680 .8000 


12.3572 


610.8000 


5 


5 


Hancock 


623.5625 


29.2027 


12791.9375 


16 


S 


Haze 1 wood 


639.7143 


14.9968 


1349.4286 


7 


7 


Kirkwood 


617.5517 


24.9680 


17455.1724 


29 


•8 


Ladue 


666 .7778 


27 . U24 / 


18988 . obov 


on 




Lindbergh 


630.9804 


28.0617 


39372.9804 


51 


10 


Mehville 


638.8167 


26.3718 


41032.9833 


60 


11 


Parkway 


637 .0248 


31.2659 


196488.876 


202 


12 


Pattonville 


624.8846 


29.2217 


43549.3077 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


641.4118 


34.7738 


39904.2353 


34 


14 


Rockwood 


64?. 4896 


35.9918 


123063.990 


96 


15 


Valley Park 


644.3636 


25.2281 


6364.5455 


11 


16 


Webster 


637.5556 


22.3428 


8486.4444 


18 


17 


Saint Louis 


656.6168 


40.2977 


3286784.63 


2025 



Within Groups Total 



652.0778 38.1449 3863108.66 



2672 



Page 24 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPUTS 



l0/3/'il 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.i r . 

249643.1450 16 15602.6966 

3863108.6634 2655 1455.0315 

Eta - .2464 Eta Squared - .0607 



F Sig. 
10.7233 .0000 



H% .15 



Page 28 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 

Summaries of MATHAPS Stanford Math Applications 
By levels of DISTRICT 



10/3/91 



.ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


598.3750 


31.8870 


15251.7500 


# 16 


2 


Bayless 


598.0000 


25.9159 


7388*0000 


12 


3 


Brentwood 


668.3000 


36 .6213 


12070.1000 


10 


4 


Clayton 


629.4000 


46.9127 


8803.2000 


5 


5 


Hancock 


614.8125 


36.5061 


19990.4375 


16 


6 


Hazelwood 


636.8571 


33.6968 


6812 .8571 


mmm 

7 


7 


Kirkwood 

l\ A a. rv jrw W w VA 


608 .8519 


33.5957 


29345.4074 


27 


8 


Ladue 


615.8519 


37.1760 


35933.4074 


27 


9 


Lindbergh 


607.7451 


24.4392 


29863.6863 


51 


10 


Mehvi.lle 


604.7797 


29.0938 


49094.1356 


59 


11 


Parkway 


624.5222 


34.5049 


240498.650 . 


203 


12 


Pattonville 


621.9231 


31.4648 


50491.6923 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


627.5294 


36.4984 


43960.4706 


34 


14 


Rockwood 


634.2083 


33.6317 


107453.833 


96 


15 


Valley Park 


613.0000 


24.1371 


T826.0000 


11 


16 


Webster 


631.3158 


24.7410 


11018.1053 


19 


17 


Saint Louis 


627.4975 


34.8004 


2440295.99 


2016 


3roups Total 


625.9790 


34.3191 


3114097.72 


2661 



Page 28 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable MATHAPS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Stun of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

111451.1008 16 6965.6938 

3114097.7207 2644 1^77.7979 

Eta - .lo59 Eta Squared - .0346 



F Sig. 
5.9142 .0000 



ERIC 



2 



Page 32 GRADE SIX MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 

Summaries of WRTSC Writing Assessment Score 

By levels of DISTRICT 



10/3/91 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


2.1765 


.7058 


7.9706 


•17 


2 


Bayless 


2.4286 


.6157 


4.9286 


14 


3 


Brentwood 


2.8333 


.4438 


2.1667 


12 


4 


Clayton 


2.7500 


.9874 


4.8750 


6 


5 


Hancock 


2.4167 


.6002 


6.1250 


18 


6 


Hazel wood 


2.64C9 


.6268 


2.3571 


7 


7 


Kirkwood 


2.3387 


.5064 


7.6935 


31 


8 


Ladue 


2 .4259 


C 4 AC 

.5495 




on 


9 


Lindbergh 


2.3111 


.6333 


17.6444 


45 


10 


Mehville 


2.2339 


.5179 


16.3589 


62 


11 


Parkway 


2.7941 


.6560 


87.3529 


204 


12 


Pattonville 


1.9815 ' 


.5576 


16.4815 


54 


13 


Ritenour 


2 .3235 


. oZo2 


12 . 74X2 




14 


Rockwood 


2.4306 


.6817 


49.7292 


108 


15 


Valley Park 


2.8636 


.6742 


4.5455 


11 


16 


Webster 


2.7955 


.5269 


5.8295 


22 


17 


Saint Louis 


2.5638 


.6384 


743.8172 


1826 


} roups Total 


2.5448 


.6344 


998.6687 


2498 


1 


GRADE SIX MEANS 


FOR DISTRICTS 






10/ 



Criterion Variable WRTSC 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

50-3097 

998.6687 



D.F. 
16 
2481 



Mean 
Square 

3.1444 

.4025 



F Sig. 
7.8115 .0000 



Eta - .2190 Eta Squared » .0480 



227 



VM7 



Page 4 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 

Summaries of TREADS Stanford Total Reading 
By levels of DISTRICT 



10/3/91 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


648.2308 


36.4398 


15934.3077 


• 13 


2 


Bay less 


665.9286 


28.3778 


10468.9286 


14 


3 


Brentwood 


682.8750 


21.6758 


3288.8750 


8 


4 


Clayton 


661.3750 


21.2666 


3165.8750 


8 


5 


Hancock 


650.6667 


24.9234 


10560.0000 


18 


6 


Hazelwood 


656.1818 


17.9378 


3217.6364 


11 


7 


Kirkwood 


653.5476 


26.1303 


27994.4048 


42 


8 


La due 


680.2500 


25.6918 


9901.0000 


16 


9 


Lindbergh 


641.2619 


21.5860 


19104.1190 


42 


10 


Mehville 


651.0405 


24.5911 


44144.8784 


74 


11 


Parkway 


. 647.6543 


25.7261 


123762.527 


188 


12 


Pattonville 


649.5472 


25.8759 


34817.1321 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


644.9167 


21.1314 


15628.7500 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


651.4510 


28.8868 


84279.2549 


102 


15 


Valley Park 


646.5333 


23.4486 


7697.7333 


15 


16 


Webster 


647.3636 


28.5772 


8166.5455 


11 


17 


Saint Louis 


656.0251 


26.8179 


1116920 .02 


1554 



Within Groups Total 



654.4259 



26.5218 1539051.99 



2205 



Page 4 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TREADS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of Mean 

Squares D.F. Square 

47827.1381 16 2989.1961 

1539051.9884 2188 703.4058 

Eta - .1736 Eta Squared - .0301 



F Sig. 
4.2496 .0000 



ERIC 



2JS 



Page 7 GRADE eight means for districts 



10/3/91 



Summaries of VOCABS Stanford Vocabulary 
By levels of district 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 

- 


1 


Affton 


662.3077 


37.5220 


16894.7692 


• 13 


2 


Bay less 


669.1429 


28.7184 


10721.7143 


14 


3 


Brentwood 


692.3750 


28.2637 


5591.8750 


8 


4 


Clayton 


675*8750 


23.6971 


3930.8750 


8 


5 


Hancock 


650*9444 


27.2731 


12644.9444 


18 


6 


Hazelwood 


663.2727 


16.9475 


2872.1818 


11 


7 


Kirkwood 


658*2857 


29.5117 


35708.5714 


42 


8 


Ladue 


007 . 000U 




1*1 Jv£ . \f \f\f\f 


16 


9 


Lindbergh 


648.8372 


23.2040 


22613.8605 


43 


10 


Mehville 


658.8514 


26.8699 


52705.3649 


74 


11 


Parkway 


655.3723 


29.6671 


164585.936 


188 


12 


Pattonville 


655.0000 


31.2884 


50906.0000 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


651.9722 


22.0434 


17006.9722 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


659.5882 


32.5614 


107084.706 


102 


15 


Valley Park 


650.5333 


21.9117 


6721.7333 


15 


16 


Webster 


647.3333 


35.1370 


13580.6667 


12 


17 


Saint Louis 


663.2548 


30.9967 


1495953.84 


1558 



Within Groups Total 



661.6079 



30.4472 2033906.01 



2211 



Page 7 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable VOCABS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

54017.0134 16 3376.0633 

2033906.0097 2194 927.0310 

Eta - .1608 Eta Squared - .0259 



F Sig. 
3.6418 .0000 



ERIC 



1(- 



Page 10 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 10/3/91 

Summaries of COMPPS Stanford Comprehension 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


^ mm. mm /\ >• mm 

636.0769 


M §» mm mm „ mm. 

45 .5713 


24920 . 9231 


■ 13 


2 


Bayless 


664.3571 


31.8690 


mm M mm ^ mm. mm m * ft 

13203.2143 


14 


3 


Brentwood 


677.1250 


ym mm t\ m. a% M 

22 ,8062 


ft /" m\ ft ft ri t~ ft 

3640.8750 


ft 

8 


4 


Clayton 


*m mm — mm Am m. m- 

651.5000 


mm *S #% ft ft 

23.3299 


«^ « * /\ ft ft ft ft 
3810 . 0000 


Q 

0 


5 


Hancock 


a** mm m «m. mm. mm. mm. 

651.3333 


27 , 1467 


1 ft C ft ft ft ft ft ft 

12528 . 0000 


18 


6 


Hazelwood 


651.5455 


24.0098 


F7f>4 .7273 


11 


7 


Kirkwood 


650.7143 


28.0403 


32236.5714 


42 


8 


Ladue 


675.0000 


24.9239 


9318.0000 


16 


9 


Lindbergh 


636.1429 


24.2905 


24191.1429 


42 


10 


Mehville 


645.1600 


27.0800 


54266.0800 


75 


11 


Parkway 


642.?593 


28.3037 


150606.296 


189 


12 


Pattonville 


646.3585 


25.9949 


35138.1887 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


639.9444 


25.7393 


23187.8889 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


646.0583 


29.9063 


91227.6505 


103 


15 


Valley Park 


644.0000 


25.7405 


9276.0000 


15 


16 


Webster 


641.9167 


31.7074 


11058.9167 


12 


17 


Saint Louis 


651.7886 


28.6264 


1274281.44 


1556 



Within Groups Total 649.9760 28.4726 1778655.91 2211 



Page 10 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPRS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of Mean 

Squares D.F. Square 

54779.8182 16 3423.7386 

1778655.9113 2194 810.6909 



F Sig. 
4.2232 .0000 



Eta - .1729 Eta Squared - .0299 



yr.2o 



Page 13 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of TMATHS Stanford Total Mathematics 
By levels of DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


673.5385 


33.5500 


13507.2308 


. 13 


2 


Bayless 


676.3571 


32.4573 


13695.2143 


14 


3 


Brentwood 


687.0000 


24.7386 


3672.0000 


7 


4 


Clayton 


659.8750 


26.0573 


4752.8750 


8 


5 


Hancock 


650.3125 


21.9536 


7229.4375 


16 


6 


Hazelwood 


680.7273 


29.9536 


6972.1818 


11 


7 


Kirkwood 


664.5476 


29.7487 


36284.4048 


42 


8 


Ladue 




26 4Q25 
v • t y 4, +j 


10527 7500 

V *J £a / • / W V V 


16 


9 


Lindbergh 


657.6905 


26. 1801 


28748.9762 


42 


10 


Mehville 


672.0959 


24.1305 


41924.3288 


73 


11 


Parkway 


663.4652 


27.4107 


139750.524 


187 


12 


Pattonville 


659.9020 


27.7339 


38458.5098 


51 


13 


Ritenour 


657.0833 


24.9850 


21848.7500 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


669.1275 


27.2574 


75039.3431 


102 


15 


Valley Park 


666.7333 


25.5328 


9126.9333 


15 


16 


Webster 


669.0909 


21.8607 


4778.9091 


11 


17 


Saint Louis 


674.2971 


32.7323 


1646747.21 


1538 



Within Groups Total 



671.7434 31.1820 2105064.58 



2182 



Page 13 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TMATHS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

61819.7027 16 3863.7314 

2105064.5759 2165 972.3162 

Eta - .1689 Eta Squared - .0285 



F Sig. 
3.9737 .0000 



231 



Page 16 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of CNCPTS Stanford Concept of Numbers 
By levels of DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


667.7692 


34.1227 


13972.3077 


■ 13 


2 


Bay less 


671.7143 


27.6501 


9938.8571 


14 


3 


Brentwood 


683.5714 


30.0214 


5407.7143 


7 


4 


Clayton 


672.8750 


35.9223 


9032.8750 


8 


5 


Hancock 


657.6667 


26.3952 


11844.0000 


18 


6 


Hazelwood 


688.0000 


34.8884 


12172.0000 


11 


7 


Kirkwood 


667.0000 


35.0286 


51534.0000 


43 


8 


Ladue 


687 .0625 


32 . ZUoo 


i ccfirt done 
lOOOU . 3J75 


ID 


9 


Lindbergh 


651.9318 


29.8861 


38406.7955 


44 


10 


Mehviile 


670.2400 


33.5712 


83399.6800 


75 


11 


Parkway 


666.1915 


35.5259 


236011.106 


188 


12 


Pattonville 


662.4340 


32.7435 


55751.0189 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


656.3056 


30.1386 


31791.6389 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


669.5146 


33.9541 


117593.728 


103 


15 


Valley Park 


663.4000 


24.9365 


8705.6000 


15 


16 


Webster 


672.5455 


21.9060 


4798.7273 


11 


17 


Saint Louis 


672.4138 


39.2590 


2393584.95 


1554 



Within Groups Total 670.6682 37.6033 3099505.93 2209 



Page 16 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable CNCPTS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

48505.8408 16 3031.6151 

3099505.9319 2192 1414.0082 

Eta - .1241 Eta Squared » .0154 



Sig. 



2.1440 .0052 



Page 19 GRADE EIGHT MEANS fc'OR DISTRICTS 10/3/91 



Summaries of COMPUTS Stanford Math Computations 
By levels of DISTRICT 



value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Af f ton 

mm mm mm w Wt* 


691.1538 


43.8023 


23023.6923 


. 13 


2 


Bavless 

mJ%m jF XV0O 


686.0714 


43.1410 


24194.9286 


14 


3 


Brentwood 

mm mm m m WW^m^'mw^mm 


671.7143 


22.9834 


3169.4286 


7 


4 


Clavfcon 


654.1250 


20.1738 


2848.8750 


8 


5 


Hancock 


656.7059 


24.5147 


9615.5294 


17 


6 


Hazelwood 


690.4545 


36.4455 


13282.7273 


11 


7 


Kirkwood 


657.9070 


31.6362 


42035.6279 


43 


8 


Ladue 


679.0625 


35.0532 


18430.9375 


16 


9 


Lindbergh 


665.0455 


32.3304 


44945.9091 


44 


10 


Mehville 


689.6533 


26.3600 


51418.9867 


75 


11 


Parkway 


661.4628 


30.8618 


178108.739 


188 


12 


Pattonville 


664.7358 


29.9911 


46772.3019 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


661.5000 


33.3599 38951.0000 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


667.2277 


34.2198 


117099.762 


101 


15 


Valley Park 


667.7333 


26.8128 


10064.9333 


15 


16 


Webster 


685.0909 


22.8493 


5220.9091 


11 


17 


Saint Louis 


682.9279 


38.9748 


2357547.92 


1553 


Within Groups Total 


678.6186 


36.9466 


2986732.21 . 


2205 



Page 19 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPUTS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

173624.0266 

2986732.2111 

Eta - .2344 



Mean 
Square 



O.F. 

16 10851.5017 
2188 1365.0513 
Eta Squared - .0549 



F Sig. 
7.9495 .0000 



ERIC 



233 



Page 22 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of MATHAPS Stanford Math Applications 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


653.5385 


42 .8634 


22047 ,2308 




2 


i ay less 


663.8571 


35.1630 


16073.7143 


1 A 

14 


3 


Brentwood 


704.2857 


36. 6320 


8051.4286 


7 


4 


Clayton 


648.7500 


31 .8333 


7093.5000 


8 


5 


Hancock 


636.6471 


33 .2377 


17675. 8824 


17 


6 


Hazel wood 


658 .4545 


32.1757 


10352.7273 


n 


7 


Kirkwood 


660.7619 


38.9163 


62093.6190 


42 


8 


Ladue 


671.1875 


26.0031 


10142.4375 


16 


9 


Lindbergh 


643.9048 


35.4867 


51631.6190 


42 


10 


Mehville 


647.8356 


27.1421 


53042.0274 


73 


11 


Parkway 


656.5455 


34.6322 


223086.364 


187 


12 


Pattonville 


646.6471 


34.3050 


58841.6471 


51 


13 


Ritenour 


644.5000 


27.9290 


27301.0000 


36 


14 


Rockwood 


666.5631 


33.2075 


112479.340 


103 


15 


Valley Park 


662.2000 


32.1652 


14484.4000 


15 


16 


Webster 


639.6364 


33.9861 


11550.5455 


11 


17 


Saint Louis 


660.0746 


34.4021 


1822596.42 


1541 



Within Groups Total 658.6914 34.1354 2528543.90 2187 



Page 22 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variabla MATHAPS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of Mean 

Squares D.F. Square 

73806.7666 16 4612^9229 

2528543.9001 2170 1165.2276 



F 

.3.9588 



Sig. 
.0000 



Eta 



.1684 Eta Squared » .0284 



234 



Page 25 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 

Writing Assessment Score 



10/3/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



WRTSC 
DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


2.7308 


.8066 


7.8077 


• 13 


2 


Bavlesa 


2,8214 


.7495 


7.3036 


14 


3 


Brent, wood 


4.0714 


1.1339 


7.7143 


7 


4 


Clayton 


2.7222 


1.0035 


8.0556 


9 


5 


Hancock 


2.6905 


.8871 


15.7381 


21 


6 


Hazel wood 


2.2000 


.8563 


6.6000 


10 


7 


Kirkwood 


3.0682 


.7201 


22.2955 


44 


8 


Ladue 


3.3750 


.7638 




1 £ 


9 


Lindbergh 


2.4615 


.5779 


12.6923 


39 


10 


Mehville 


2.7829 


.5375 


21.6678 


76 


11 


Parkway 


3.0079 


.6733 


85.2381 


189 


12 


Pattonville 


2.8818 


.6524 


22.9818 


55 


13 


Ritenour 


2.9000 


.6394 


13.9000 


35 


14 


Rockwood 


2.6991 


.6666 


49.7699 


113 


15 


Valley Park 


2.8000 


.5278 


3.9000 


15 


16 


Webster 


3.2000 


.6749 


4.1000 


10 


17 


Saint Louis 


3.0656 


.7377 


762.4629 


1402 



Within Groups Total 



3,0022 



.7192 1060-9775 



2068 



Page 25 GRADE EIGHT MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable WRTSC 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

54.2627 16 3.3914 

1060.9775 2051 .5173 

Eta - .2206 Eta Squared - % .0487 



F Sig. 
6.5560 .0000 



235 



V«.25 



Page 3 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 

Stanford Total Reading 



10/3/91 



Summariss of 
By levels of 



TREADS 
DISTRICT 



lue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Af fton 

m • mm mm V* A A 


654.0000 


18.1283 


7230.0000 


• 23 


2 


Bavless 

&J Wt JF ^> W W 


673.5000 


7 .7782 


60.5000 


2 


3 


RrAnt* wood 


702.0000 

9 W mm • W W W W 


38 .7040 


5992.0000 


5 


4 


Clavton 


672,2000 

W » »• . A* www 


37.5484 


19738.4000 


15 


5 


Hancock 


658 .2727 


26.8332 


7200.1818 


11 


u 


Ha ?p 1 wnnH 


671.1250 


14 .3009 


3067.7500 


16 


7 


Kirkwood 


666.6207 


26.4540 


19594.8276 


29 


8 


Ladue 


659.0000 


29i3890 


6046.0000 


8 


9 


Lindbergh 


662.1250 


25.6810 


30997.2500 


48 


10 


Mehville 


656.5238 


24.0298 


47926.9524 


84 


11 


Parkway 


658.2000 


27.7607 


134094.000 


175 


12 


Pattonville 


664.4423 


30.1827 


46460.8269 


52 


13 


Ritenour 


661.2500 


21.3437 


21411.0000 


48 


14 


Rock wood 


663.7714 


23.0686 


55344.5143 


105 


15 


Valley Park 


659.0000 


25.7779 


2658.0000 


5 


16 


Webster 


679.0000 


28.7209 


7424.0000 


10 


17 


Saint Louis 


659.1544 


28.1330 


916519.355 


1159 


Groups Total 


660.0067 


27.3683 


1331765.56 


1795 



Page 3 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable TREADS 



10/3/91 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

24374.3622 

1331765.5576 

Eta = .1341 



D.F. 
16 
1778 



Mean 
Square 

1523.3976 

749.0245 



F Sig. 
2.0338 .0089 



Eta Squared 35 .0180 



9 

ERIC 



Page 6 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of VOCABS Stanford Vocabulary 
By levels of DISTRICT 



Value Label 



Mean 



1 


Af f ton 


664.6957 


19.6409 


8486.8696 


2 


Bay less 


673.5000 


20.5061 


420.5000 


3 


Brentwood 


711.0000 


49.4318 


9774.0000 


4 


Clayton 


677.2000 


37.8006 


20004.4000 


5 


Hancock 


665.2727 


23.9879 


5754.1818 


6 


Hazelwood 


674.4375 


16.6131 


4139.9*75 


7 


Kirkwood 


672.6207 


29.6508 


24616.8276 


8 


Ladue 


663.3750 


17.9836 


2263.8750 


9 


Lindbergh 


672.7500 


30.2377 


42973.0000 


10 


Mehville 


670.0833 


26.7484 


59384.4167 


11 


Parkway 


669.2416 


28.4015 


142776.612 


12 


Pattonville 


672.1538 


30.3350 


46930.7692 


13 


Ritenour 


670.7917 


22.9912 


24843.9167 


14 


Rockwood 


671.6571 


23.2043 


55997.6571 


15 


Valley Park 


651.6000 


23.6495 


2237.2000 


16 


Webster 


687.7000 


27.5804 


6846.1000 


17 


Saint Louis 


668.0693 


29.6814 


1028991.39 



Std Dev Sum of Sq Cases 



• 23 
2 
5 
15 
11 
16 
29 
8 
48 
84 
178 
5k 
48 
105 
5 
10 
1169 



Within Groups Total 



669.1128 28.8089 1486441.65 



1808 



Page 6 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable VOCABS 



10/3/91 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

19751.3313 16 1234.4582 

1486441.6510 1791 829.9507 



F Sig. 
1.4874 .0955 



Eta - .1145 Eta Squared 



.0131 



237 

> 



Page 9 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



COMPRS 
DISTRICT 



Stanford Comprehension 



ue 


Label 




Me: an 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


646 


• 3750 


A) "3 f 1 OA 

23.6180 


12829 . 62sU 


♦ OA 


2 


Bay less 


f M P 

675 


.0000 


O A A ft 4 

2 .8284 


A A A A A 

8 • 0000 


A 

2 


3 


Brentwood 


e\ r 

696 


• 6000 


A 4 A C A A 

31.9500 


A A A A A A A A 

4083 . 2000 


5 


4 


Clayton 


/* *** f\ 
670 


P a a a 

.5333 


41 .3657 


23955 * 7333 


15 


5 


Hancock 


654 


a a 
.3636 


A 1 4 4 A A 

31.4429 


9886 • 5455 


11 


6 


Hazelwood 


.670 


. 1250 


17 .4657 


4575 . 7500 


16 


7 


Kirk wood 


663 


.7931 


29.1491 


23790.7586 


29 


8 


Ladue 


657 


.7500 


47.1131 


15537.5000 


8 


9 


Lindbergh 




• / 1HO 


^ 1 QQQQ 


AQ7Q£ nnnn 

40 / . UUUU 




10 


Mehville 


647 


.2143 


30.3343 


76374.1429 


84 


11 


Parkway 


649 


.9718 


34.2282 


206196.859 


177 


12 


Pattonville 


660 


.4717 


34.3380 


61313.2073 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


655 


.0833 


26.2061 


32277.6667 


48 


14 


Rockwood 


659 


.0857 


27.6681 


79614.2286 


105 


15 


Valley Park 


666 


.6000 


31.5246 


3975.2000 


5 


16 


Webster 


673 


.5000 


34.7027 


10838.5000 


10 


17 


Saint Louis 


653 


.3838 


32.6718 


1247848.69 


1170 


Jroups Total 


6 C A 


.0900 


32.2157 


1861901.61 


1811 



Page 9 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 
Criterion Variable COMPRS 



10/3/91 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D . F . Square 

39408.7208 16 2463.0451 

1861901.6083 1794 10i7.8493 



F Sig. 
2.3732 .0017 



Eta 



,1440 



Eta Squared 



.0207 



2.1S 



vr.28 

Page 12 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 10/3/91 



Summaries of TMATHS Stanford Total Mathematics 
By levels of DISTRICT 



value 


LdOei 




Std Dev 


Sum of Scr 


Cases 


i 


At IT- on 




28 .4058 


18558*5000 


• 24 


2 


Bayless 




2 8284 


8 0000 


2 


3 


Brentwood 




oq 796Q 


3551 2000 


5 


4 


Clayton 




34 019Q 


16202 9333 


15 




Hancock 


DO / • OIOl 


33 3971 


11153.6364 


11 


6 


Hazelwood 


09 / • 4j / 3 




15197 9375 


16 


7 


Kirkwood 


€78.2069 


34.7834 


33876.7586 


29 


8 


Ladue 


692.3750 


49.1323 


16897 .8750 


8 


9 


Lindbergh 


665.9592 


29.4257 


41561.9184 


49 


10 


Mehville 


677.1429 


30 .1870 


75634.2857 


84 


11 


Parkway 


689.0892 


40 .4171 


254832.752 


157 


12 


Pattonville 


682.1509 


34.4469 


61702.7925 


53 


13 


Ritenour 


673.8542 


28.1795 


37321.9792 


48 


14 


Rockwood 


685.8857 


33.1985 


114622.629 


105 


15 


Valley Park 


687.0000 


28.5745 


3266.0000 


5 


16 


Webster 


695.6000 


57 .3434 


29594.4000 


10 


17 


Sal. t Louis 


673.8579 


34.2193 


1341921.84 


1147 


Within Groups Total 


677.0051 


34.4319 


2075905.43 


1768 


Page 12 


GRADE TEN MEANS 


FOR DISTRICTS 






10/ 



3/91 



Criterion Variable TMATHS 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square F Sig. 

79263.5214 16 4953.9701 4.1786 .0000 

2075905.4328 1751 1185.5542 

Eta - .1918 Eta Squared - .0368 



23<» 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



nr.29 



Page 16 GRADE TEN MEANS FOR DISTRICTS 



10/3/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



WRTSC Writing Assessment Score 

DISTRICT 



ue 


Label 


Mean 


Std Dev 


Sum of Sq 


Cases 


1 


Affton 


3.0400 


.8651 


17.9600 


• 25 


2 


Bay less 


3.6667 


.4082 


.8333 


6 


3 


Brentwood 


3.1667 


.8165 


3.3333 


6 


4 


Clayton 


3.4286 


.9972 


12.9286 


14 


5 


Hancock 


3.2727 


.8765 


7.6818 


11 


6 


Hazel wood 


2.9000 


.6866 


6.6000 


15 


7 


if 4 T"ltwood 

1\ J* X. ftWwwU 


3.5172 


.7732 


16.7414 


29 


8 


Ladue 


3.0000 


.8452 


5.0000 


8 


9 


Lindbergh 


3.0577 


.7837 


31.3269 


52 


10 


Mehville 


2.8313 


.7083 


41.1386 


83 


11 


Parkway 


3.2598 


.8688 


153.2304 


204 


12 


Pattonville 


3.2551 


.9136 


40.0612 


49 


13 


Ritenour 


3.2188 


.6677 


20.9531 


48 


14 


Rockwood 


3.0223 


.6890 


52.6942 


112 


15 


Valley Park 


2.8333 


.7528 


2.8333 


6 


16 


Webster 


3.5000 


.9682 


7.5000 


9 


17 


Saint Louis 


3.2676 


.8680 


736.8836 


979 


(roups Total 


3.2183 


.8404 


1157.6997 


1656 




GRADE TEN MEANS 


FOR DISTRICTS 






10/ 



Criterion Variable WRTSC 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 
Sig, 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

29.6359 
1157.6997 



D.F, 

16 
163J 



Eta - .1580 Eta Squared 



Mean 
Square 



1.8522 
.7063 
.0250 



2.6223 .0005 



210 



APPENDIX EIGHT 

ANALYSIS OF 
ATTITUDE SURVEY ITEMS 



241 



NOTES TO HELP INTERPRET THE DATA IN APPENDIX EIGHT 



The item responses are summarized in a set of four tables, one for 
each of the four grades. Each table is organi73d with the items 
summarized one after another on the left (the reader might want to refer 
to the full text of each item, which is in Appendix One) and this is 
followed by the mean response for each of the groups. The overall 
significance test for any differences among the four groups is indicated. 
Finally, along with the overall significance test results on the right, is a 
subscript attached to the mean in each cell which indicates whether that 
group's mean is significantly different from the transfer students' mean. 

Observations: 

a. For most attitude items, even those that are significant, 
the differences in the means are not great. A few exceptions occur, and 
these can be seen on the table and in the graphs provided in the next 
section. 

b. The largest differences between the groups occur in the 
items having to do with the students preference for school in the suburbs 
and his or her perception of parent's preference. In each case the 
direction of the differences indicates that the transfer students and 
atitudes reported for the parents have the most positive view of being in 
school in the suburbs. 

c. In most cases, the four groups have reasonably similar 
responses. There appears to be a slightly less positive attitude among 
transfer students in 4, 6, and 8th grades. Clearly, there is a high 
correlation (relationship) of mean attitude across the groups. 

d. At 10th grade, there is some indication that the four 
groups are more interchangeable in their attitudes (equivalent) than at 
the other grades. This is, of course, with the exception of those items 
having to do with preference for location of school. 




Table 1. Grade Four Survey 



Variable 


Non- i nt egr a t ed 


Integrated 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
(yes /no)* 


item 




Mean* 


He an* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


1 


Principal wants students to do well... 


1.36* 


1.41 


1.39 


1.49 


yea 


2 


All student treated the aame... | 


2.67* 


2.90* 


2.91 


3.13 


yea 


3 


Good grades with poor work. . . 


3.68* 


3,67* 


3.61 


3.46 


yea 


4 


Claaaea make mm work hard. • . 


2*50 


2.54 


2.52 


2.54 


no 


5 


I get along with students... 


2.10 


2.03* 


2.14 


2.25 


yea 


6 


I like sy teachers... 


1.77* 


1.61* 


2.09 


2.05 


yea 


7 


Student a want others to do well... 


2.51 


2.57 


2.46 


2.56 


no 


8 


Appear smart - students dislike... 


3.38* 


3.47 


3.69 


3.68 


yea 


9 


Hot always get sohoolwork done... 


2.86 


2.76 


2.79 


2.75 


no 


10 


I really try to do my best... 


1.45 


1.49 


1.43 


1.38 


no 


11 


Old friends better than new ones... 


2.93 c 


2.92* 


3.10 


3.16 


yea 


12 


Like going to new places... 


1.64 


1.73 


1.75 


1.68 


no 


13 


Blacks who talk like whites show off... 


3.27 


3.40 


3.52 


3.44 


yea 


14 


White student could be good friend... 


2.06 e 


1.93 


1.90 


1.89 


yes 


15 


Like telling what I do in school... 


2.16 c 


2.16 c 


2.23 


2.41 


yes 


16 


I am well liked in school... 


2.35 


2.29 


2.40 


2.32 


no 


17 


Studying hard means doing well. . . 


1.55 c 


1.60 


1.55 


1.70 


yes 


18 


Good gradea come from luck... 


3.31 


3.13* 


3.^0 


3.45 


yes 



a. l~strongly agree; 2-agree; 3«neutral; 4«disagree; 5-atrongly disagree. 

b. Yes « it is significantly different among groups (p<.05); 

No * it is not significantly different among groups (p>-.05). 

c. This group is significantly different from the transfer group. 



x. 

-Si 

243 m 

244 




(continue. ♦ .Grid* Four) 



Variable 


Non-integrated 


Intagratad 


Magnat 


Transfar 


Significance 
(yea/no)* 


Item 


content 


Mean* 


Ha an* 


Mean* 


Maan* 


19 


Have curfew on school nights... 


1.89* 


1.83* 


2.26 


2.22 


yas 


20 


Get homework help at horn* . . . 


1.60 


1.59 


1.52 


1.67 


no 


21 


Retaliate for alight to t riend. . . 


3.31* 


3.28* 


3.18 


3.03 


yaa 


22 . 


Teachers opinions moat important... 


1.79* 


1.86* 


2.34 


2.28 


yas 


23 


Family wants mm in suburban school... 


3.45* 


3.30* 


3.60* 


2.42 


yas 


24 


I Mint: to he in a auburhin school . . . 

A wailw WW mr*& mm mw %M# mm mm wM S m mw %#• m wm wm mm 9 9 9 


3.39* 


3.28* 


3.63* 


2.58 


yas 


25 


I want to be in an urban school... 


2.25* 


2.25* 


2.32* 


3.53 


yaa 


26 


Like to raad books for mysalf . . . 


2.83* 


2.94* 


2.66 


2.61 


yas 


27 


Hathar watch TV than raad... 


3.66* 


3.65* 


3.32 


3.27 


yes 


28 


Teachers expect good work... 


1.38* 


1.46 


1.51 


1.53 


yas 


29 


Anger 4 bad failings among students... 


2.38° 


2.39° 


2.68 


2.64 


yas 



a l=6trongly agree; 2*agree; 3«neutral; 4=disagree; 5-strongly disagree. 

b. Yes = it is significantly different among groups (p<.05); 

Nj = it is not significantly different among groups (p>«.05) . 

c. This group is significantly different from the transfer group. 
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Table 2, Grade Six Survey 



Variable 


Hon- integrated 


Intagratad 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
(yes/no)' 


item 


content 


He an' 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean 4 




Principal wante atudanta to do wall... 


X ■ do 


1 £1 
x • ex 


1 .50* 


1.71 


vaa 


2 


Student* gat punishment thay deserve... 


9 ft** 

4 ■ UO 


9 13* 

A\ . X J 


2 .17* 


2.44 


vaa 


3 


Ull atudanta treated tha aaxna... 


j • xa 


3 21 

•# a XX 


3. 22 


3.39 


vaa 


4 


Good gradaa with poor work. . - 


% OA* 

3 . 08 


3 • 11 


3 91* 


3.67 


vaa 


5 


Taaohara lika baat work... 


9 A 
X . € 3 


x • 


2 56 


2.72 


vaa 


6 


Claaaaa make me work hard. . . 


9 A A 


9 SO 
x • ey 


2 36 


2. 40 


no 


1 


Taaohara axpaot good work. . . 


X ■ 90 


X ■ TO 


1 62 

X a **X 


1 71 

X a » * 


vaa 


8 


I lika my taaohara... 


9 4K 


9 4£ 
X ■ OO 


9 5ft 

X a JO 




no 


9 


I gat along with atudanta... 


2 . 30 


9 W 
X ■ <3X 


9 19 

X . XX 


2,29 


vaa 


10 


My taaohara lika ma . . . 


2 . 50 


9 ££ 
x ■ 00 


9 £0 

X . wW 


2.50 


no 


11 


Anger £ bad feelings among students. . . 


2.45 


X * 30 


9 73 

X . iJ 


2.01 


vaa 


12 


Studanta want othere to do well... 




CiA 




2.95 


no 


13 


No answer because students think. . . 


3 . Oo 




3 . 67 


3.58 


no 


14 


Homework good - student a dislike... 


3.77° 


3.76 c 


3.88 


4.02 


yes 


15 


Appear smart - atudanta dialike. . . 


3.62° 


3.60° 


3.89 


3.90 


yea 


16 




4.32° 


4.38* 


4.28 


4.12 


yea 


17 


Not always get echoolwoi;k done. . . 


2.59 fl 


2.45" 


2.73 


2.75 


yea 


18 


I really try to do my baat. . . 


1.53 


1.60 


1.60 


1.61 


no 



a. 1-strongly agree; 2«agtee; 3»neutral; 4«dieagree; 5-atrongly diaagraa. 

b. Yea - it is significantly different ar ong groupa (p<.05); 

No - it is not aignificantly different among groupa (p>-.05). 
o. This group is significantly different from tha transfer group. 
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(continue. ♦ .Grade Six) 



Variable 


Non-integrated 


Integrated 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
(yes/no) * 


item 


content 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean 4 


19 


Important to use time well... 


1.49* 


1.52 


1.56 


1.63 


yes 


20 


Like to try new things . . . 


2.13* 


2.11" 


1.95 


1.95 


yes 


21 


Old friends better than new ones... 


3.42 


3.33 


3.56* 


3.31 


yes 


22 


Like going to new places. . . 


1.73 


1.65 


1.57 


1.65 


yes 


23 


Blacks who talk like whites show off... 


3.46 


3.50 


3.57 


3.36 


no 


24 


All rac* groups equally worthwhile... 


2.16 


2.19 


1.79* 


2.15 


yes 


25 


Integration prepares for real world... 


2.40* 


2.22 


1.87* 


2.12 


yes 


26 


White student could b% good friend. . . 


2.07* 


1.87 


1.84 


1.93 


yes 


27 


I only like people who ate like me. . . 


3.75° 


3.76 


4.01 


3.91 


yes 


28 


Like telling what I do in school... 


2.61 


2.64 


2.69 


2.73 


no 


29 


I am well liked in school... 


2.46 c 


2.50° 


2.34 


2.32 


yes 


30 


Will be able to get a good job... 


1.67 


1.68 


1.63 


1.68 


no 


31 


I think I am a very good person. . . 


1.70 


1.75 


1.73 


1.76 


no 


32 


Studying hard means doing well. . . 


1.57 


1.54 


1 . 57 


1 1 64 


no 


33 


Bad education is student fsult... 


2.41° 


2.46° 


2.69 


2.75 


yes 


34 


Good grades come from luck... 


3.99 


3.88 


4.24 


4.07 


yes 


35 


Family wants me to good student. . . 


1.42 


1.39 


1.31 


1.42 


no 


36 


Family asks what happens in school... 


2.07 


2.10 


1.94 


2.04 


no 



s. l«strongly agree; 2-agree; 3«neutr*l; 4*disagree; 5-strongly disagree. 

b. Yes « it is significantly different among groups (p<.05); 

No m it is not significantly different among groups (p>«.05). 

c. This group is significantly different from the transfer group. 
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.continu*. . .Gracto Six) 



Variable 


Won-integrated 


Xntagratad 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
(yes/no) k 


Ibin 


content 


Ha an* 


Mean* 


Ma an" 


Mean* 


37 


Gat homework help at bona. . . 


1*10 


1.76 


1,71 


1.87 


no 


38 


Have curfew on aohool nights... 


1.93* 


2,01* 


2.15 


2.32 


yas 


39 


Ratal lata for alight to friand. . . 


3,45* 


3.28* 


3.33* 


3.04 


yes 


40 


Fighting between studants is OK... 


3.85* 


3.77 


3.67 


3.58 


yes 


41 


Teachers opinions most important . . . 


2.25* 


2.23* 


2.63 


2.70 


yes 


42 


Suspansion would ba vary upaatting. . . 


2,02* 


1.95* 


1.99* 


2.28 


yes 


43 


Family wants ma in suburban school . . • 


3.48* 


3.38* 


3.67* 


2.60 


yes 


44 


I want to ba in a suburban school . . . 


3.44* 


3.23* 


3.69* 


2.75 


yes 


45 


I want to ba in an urban school. . . 


2,37* 


2. 59* 


2.45* 


3. 52 


yes 


46 


Black studants battar in suburbs... 


3.48* 


3.57* 


3.87' 


2.82 


y« 


47 


Lika to raad nawspapar or magazine. . . 


2.26* 


2.39* 


2.39* 


2.60 


yes 


48 


Lika to raad books for myself . . . 


2.73* 


2.75* 


2.50 


2.39 


yes 


49 


Rather watch TV than raad. . . 


3.44° 


3.41* 


3.00 


2.93 


yes 


50 


Sat vary high goals for myself... 


1.85 


1.93 


1.81 


1.86 


no 


51 


Only happy whan successful. . . 


2.70 


2.59* 


2.81 


2.7/ 


yes 


52 


Want mora success than friends... 


2.35* 


2.39* 


2.38* 


2.69 


yes 


53 


Need to work hard to achieve goals. . . 


1.37* 


1.34* 


1.34* 


1.49 


yes 



a. l«strongly agree; 2«agree; 3«neutral; 4*disagree; 5-strongly disagree. 

b. Yes ■ it is significantly different among groups (p<.05); 

No ■ it is not significantly different among groups (p>«.05). 

c. This group is significantly different from the transfer group. 
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Table 3. Grade Eight Survey 



Varlabl* 


Non-integrated 


Integrated 


Magnet 


Tr an a far | 


Significance 
(yea/no) » 


item 


content 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean* [ 


1 


Principal want a •tudanta to do wall... 


1.46* 


1.68* 


1.56* 


1.86 H yea 


2 


Studanta gat poniahmnt thay deaerve. . . 


2.29* 


2.44* 


2.48 


2.68 | 


yea 


3 


All atudenta traatad tha aame... 


3.38* 


3.43* 


3.35* 


3.89 | 


yea 


4 


Good gradea with poor work. . • 


3.75 


3.70 


3.67 


3.63 


no 


5 


Taachara like bait work. • • 


2.49* 


2.53 


2.44* 


2. €9 


yea 


6 


Claaaea make mm work hard... 


2.44 


2.21 


2.21 


2.38 


yea 


7 


Teacher a axpaot good work... 


1.55* 


1.60* 


1.54* 


1.77 


yea 


8 


I lika my taachara... 


2.29* 


2.64 


2.35* 


2.81 


yea 


9 


I gat along with a tudanta... 


2.18 


2.23 


1.98* 


2.26 


yea 


10 


My taachara lika ma . . . 


2.46 c 


2.67 


2.43* 


2.71 


yea 


11 


Angar 6 bad faalinga among atudenta... 


2.62 


2.57 


2.96* 


2.55 


yea 


12 


Studanta want othara to do wall... 


3.07 


3.04 


2.87 e 


3.20 


yea 


13 


No answar bacauaa atudenta think... 


3.86 


3.71 


3.93 


3.75 


no 


14 


Homework good - atudenta dialike... 


? QIC 


4 .04 


4.16 


4.08 


yea 


15 


Appear a mart - atudenta dialike... 


3.84 e 


3.98 


4.14 


3.99 


yea 


16 


Cutting claae'je ia OK. . . 


4.28° 


4.26* 


4.40° 


3.99 


yea 


17 


Not always gat achoolwork done... 


2.73 


2.79 


2.96 


2.80 


yea 


18 


I really try to do my beat. . . 


1.62* 


1.68 


1.64 


1.82 


yea 



a. l«etrongly agree; 2 -agree; 3«neutral; 4*dieagree; 5-atrongly diaagree. 

b. Yea - it ia aignificantly different among groupa <p<.05); 

No ■ it is not aignificantly different among groupa (p>«.05). 
o. This group ia aignificantly different from the tranafar group. 



(continue. . .Grade Bight) 



Variable 


Non-integrated 


Integrated 


Magnet 


franafer 


Significance 
(yea/no) k 


item 


content 


Keen* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


19 


Important to uae time well... 


1.52 


1.50 


1.49" 


1.61 


y** 


20 


Like to try new thinga... 


2.06 


2.14 


1.88" 


2.08 


yea 


21 


Old frianda battar than new onea... 


3.55* 


3.43 


3.59* 


3.31 


yea 


22 


Lika going to naw plaoaa. . . 


1.71 


1.65 


1.55* 


1.72 


y** 


23 


Blaoka who talk lika whitea ahow off. . . 


3.63* 


3.67 


3.62' 


3.43 


yea 


24 


All raca groupa aqually worthwhile. . . 


2.10 


2.11 


1.81* 


2.23 


yea 


25 


Intagration praparaa for raal world. . . 


2.35* 


2.05 


1.73* 


1.96 


yea 


26 


White student could ba good friar.d. . . 


2.09 


1.93 


1*78* 


1.98 


yea 


27 


I only lika paopla who are lika ma. . . 


3.90 


4.00 


4.16' 


3.88 


yea 


28 


Lika tailing what I do in school... 


2.75* 


2.76 


2.76 


2.94 


yea 


29 


I am wall likad in achool . • • 


2.32 


2.32 


2.14 


2.25 


yea 


30 


Hill ba abla to gat a good job... 


1 . 63 


1.74 


1.54 


1.67 


yea 




T r\W T am a tr*rv aood D*r«on . . 

A U 111 flit, A Alt* •» JT m » ■* w H • . . 


1. 61 


1.55 


1.63 


1.68 


no 


32 


Studying hard mean* doing well. . . 


1.56* 


1.57* 


1.61 


1.76 


yea 


33 


Bad education ia atudant fault... 


2.61* 


2.75 


2. 87 


2.83 


yea 


34 


Good gradaa come from luck . » . 


4.39° 


4.25 


4.45* 


4.24 


yea 


35 


Family wanta ma to ba good atudant... 


1.37 


1.32 c 


1.33° 


1.45 


yea 


36 


Family aaka what happana in achool... 


2.06° 


2.11 


2.01* 


2.24 


yea 



a. l*Btrongly agree; 2«agrae; 3«neutral; 4*diaagree; 5-atrongly disagree. 

b. Yea « it ia significantly different among groupa (p<.05); 

No ■ it ia not significantly different among groupa (p>».05). 

c. Thia group ia significantly different from the transfer group. 
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(continue. • .Grade Bight) 



Variable 


tfon-integrated 


Integrated 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
(yea/no) 


item 


contant 


Mean" 


Ha an" 


Mean" 


wean 


37 


Gat homework halp at hen*... 


1.64" 


1.90" 


1.68° 


2.13 


y.. 


38 


Hava curfew on school nights... 


2.01* 


2.01" 


2.01" 


2.39 


yea 


39 


Rataliata for alight to friand. . . 


3.52" 


3.27- 


3.42" 


3.01 


y.. 


40 


Fighting between atudents is OK. . - 


3.92" 


> 

3.75" 


3.81" 


3.38 


y.. 


41 


Taachara opinions most important* 


2.39" 


2.37" 


2.58° 


2.96 


y.. 


42 


Suspansion would ba vary upsatting. . . 


2.17" 


2.13" 


2.01" 


2.45 


y.. 


43 


Family wants me in suburban school... 


3.62" 


3.41" 


3.74° 


2.84 


y«« 


44 


I want to ba in a suburban school. . . 


3.56" 


3.32" 


3.66" 


3.02 


y.. 


45 


I want to ba ia an urban school... 


2.41" 


2.81" 


2.51° 


3.26 


yea 


46 


Black studants battar in suburbs... 


3.63* 


3.47° 


3.70° 


2.92 


y«e 


47 


Like to raad nawspapar or magazine . . . 


2.26° 


2.30° 


2.34" 


2.54 


y 


48 


Like to raad books for myself. . . 


2.60* 


2*49 


2.39 


2.43 


y.. 


49 


Rather watch TV than raad. . . 


3.25* 


3.20° 


2.96° 


2.76 


y.« 


50 


Set very high goals for myself... 


1.73 


1.67 


1.60' 


1.89 


y.. 


51 


Only happy whan successful... 


2.75* 


2.58 


2.72 


2.53 


y.. 


52 


Want mora success than friends... 


2.20 


2.19° 


2.34 


2.42 


yea 


53 


Heed to work bard to achieve goals. . . 


1.27 


1.25 


1.23 c 


1.43 


yea 



a. l«strongly agree; 2-agreo; 3»neutral; 4«dieagree; 5«etrongly dieagree. 

b. Yea » it ia algnificantly different among groupa (p<.05); 

No « it la not algnificantly different among groupa (p>».05). 

c. Thia group ia algnificantly diffarant from tha tranafar group. 
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Table 4. Grade Ten Survey 



Variable 


Non-integrated 


Integrated 


Magnet 


transfer 


Significance 
(ves/no)* 


Item 


content 


Mean* 


Mean* 


He »n* 


Mean* 


1 


Principal wants students to do wall... 


1 • OU 


1 4 V 

1 • 4«J 


« • u J. 


9 07 




2 


Students gat punishment thay deserve... 


it 




2 A9 


2 83 


vec 


3 


All students traatad tha same... 


* 17 
J. Jr 




3 Ql 


#tf f 




4 


Good grades with poor work. . . 


* ft 9 
£ * O* 


9 9S 






yes 


5 


Taachara lika bast work... 


9 ftl* 


9 ftft 


2 19 
* • r J 


9 70 


yes 


6 


Classes iiaka me work hard. . . 


9 *ft 


9 44 


9 40 
« • 40 


9 *7 


no 


7 


Teachers axpact good work... 


1 . #4 


1 £ft* 
1 • OO 


1 01 

i • yi 


1 0£ 


yes 


8 


I lika my taachara... 


9 £1 


9 9fl 


9 fl A 

& • oQ 


9 £7 


yes 


9 


I gat along with students... 


9 1 J 

* • 14 


9 IS 


9 oji 


9 90 


no 


10 


My taachara lika ma... 


9 4ft 
* . 43 


9 ft 7 


9 

& • ou 


9 ftft 


I lU 


11 


Angar & bad feelings among students... 


2 . 39 


9 99 


9 ftft 


9 41 


no 


12 


Students want others to do well... 


3 * Zo 


3 . 41 




1 91 
J . «1 


yes 




No answer because students think. . . 


3 . O 7 


3 . / o 


4 . U4 


1 ftft 


yes 


14 


Homework good - students dislike... 


3.89 


3.98 


4.08 


4.05 


no 


15 


Appear smart - students dislike. . . 


3.79° 


3.90 


4.07 


4.02 


yes 


16 




4.04 


4.08 


3.80 


3.90 


yes 


17 


Not always gat schoolwork done... 


2.86 


2.71 


2.89 


2.84 


no 


18 


I really try to do my best... 


1.76 


1.94 


1.86 


1.90 


no 



a. lsstrongly agree; 2»agree; 3«nentral; 4»disagree; 5«strongly disagree. 

b. Yes * it is significantly different among groups (p<.05); 

No ■ it is not significantly different among groups (p>».05) . 

c. This group is significantly different from the transfer group. 
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(continue. . •Grade Ten) 



Variable 


Non- integrated 


Integrated 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
(ye a /no)* 


item 


content 


Ma an* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


Mean* 


19 


Important to use tine well... 


1.56 


1.48 


1.57 


1.56 


no 


20 


Like to try new things... 


2.15 


2.00 


2.00 


2.12 


no 


21 


Old frienda better than new onea... 


3.29 


3.41 


3.46 


3.43 


no 


22 


Like going to new places. 


1.87 


1.79 


1.61 


1.75 


yea 


23 


Blacka who talk like whitea ahow off... 


3.43 


3.46 


3.46 


3.22 


yea 


24 


All race groupa equally worthwhile. . . 


2.06 


2.23 


2.17 


2.23 


no 


25 


Integration preparea for real world. .. 


2.25* 


2.14 


1.98 


1.93 


yea 


26 


White atudent could be good friend. • • 


2.22 


2.37* 


2.04 


2.04 


yea 


27 


I only like people who are like me... 


3.77 


3.84 


3.76 


3.89 


no 


28 


L<ke telling what I do in achool . . . 


2.80 


2.92 


2.77 


2.81 


no 


29 


~ ~m well liked in school... 


2.20 


2.23 


2.25 


2.29 


no 


30 


Will be able to get a good job. . . 


1.75 


1.79 


1.76 


1.78 


no 


31 


I think I am a i *>y good person. . . 


1.61 


1.42 


1.52 


1.54 


no 


32 


Studying hard t *rta doing well. . . 


1.70 


1 . 61 


1 . 83 


A* r r 


no 


33 


Bad education ia atudent fault... 


2.75 e 


2.88 


3.09 


3.02 


yea 


34 


Good gradea come from luck. . . 


4.18* 


4.27 


4.30 


4.34 


no 


35 


Family wanta me to be good atudent. . . 


1.49 


1.37 


1.40 


1.40 


no 


36 


Family aaka what happena in achool... 


2.23 


2.31 


? 22 


2.28 


no 



a. l«strongly agree; 2~ac *ee; 3«neutral; 4»diaagree; 5«atrongly diaagree. 

b. Yes * it ia aignif leant .y different among groupa (p<.05); 

No * it ia not aignif icantly different among groupa (p>«.05). 

c. This group ia aignif icantly different from the tranafer group. 
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(continue. . .Grid* Tan) 



Variable 


Non-'inttcrrAtAd 


I nt aa t at ad 

*m a a www a* aa w tv%s 


Magnet 


Transfer 


Significance 
/vAi/no) * 

| jfws / saw/ 


item 


content 


Mean* 


He an" 


Mean' 


Keen* 


37 


Get homework help at noma. . . 


2.10* 


2.17 


9 «a a 
2.39 


2. 31 


yas 


38 


Have our f aw on achool nights... 


2.34 


2 • 48 


2 • 31 


9) iA 

2. ao 


no 


39 


Ratallata for slight to friand. . . 


3.33 


3. 34 


3.14 


3.10 


yes 


40 


Fighting between students it OK.*. 


3.81* 


3.63 


J • 9 3 


3 • 96 


yes 


41 


Teachers opinions most Important . . . 


2. 53* 


2 • 61" 


2 • a 2 


3 • 01 


yes 


42 


Suspension would ba vary upaattlng. . . 


2 . 09 


2 .20 


9 10 

2 .18 


9 99 
2 .22 


no 


43 


Family wants ma In auburban school... 


3 . 68* 


3 . 76 




9 aa 


yes 


44 


X want to ba in a suburban school . . . 


3. 63* 


4 A At 

3 • 88 


1 lit 

3 • 74 


9 OA 


yes 


45 


I want to ba in an urban school . . . 


2.37* 


2 . 29° 


9 c at 
2.58 


a ao 

3 • 32 


yes 


46 


Black studants battar in suburbs... 


3 . 65* 


4 A CM 

3.86* 


3.84 


a Aa 

3 • U3 


yes 


47 


Lika to raad nawspapar or magazine. . . 


2 .23 


2 . 18 


9 A Afl 


9 <li 

2*34 


yes 


48 


Like to raad books for myself. . . 


2. 41 


2 . 45 


9 1 DO 

2.18 


9 4K 

2 • 49 


yes 


49 


Rather watch TV than raad. . . 


3.23° 


3.01 


3.04 


2.86 


yes 


50 


Sat vary high goals for myself... 


1.79 


1.76 


1.66 


1.71 


no 


51 


Only happy whan successful. 


2.47 


2.55 


2.60 


2.57 


no 


52 


Want mora success than friends... 


2.06 


2.10 


?.24 


2.19 


no 


53 


Need to work hard to achieve goals. . . 


1.34 


1.32 


1.36 


1.38 


no 



a. l«etrongly agree; 2-agree; 3 -neutral; 4*disagree; 5«atrongly disagree. 

b. Yes * it is significantly different among groups (p<.05); 

No * it is not significantly different among groups (p>-.05). 

c. This group is significantly different from the transfer group. 
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PRE-TRANSFER INFORMATION 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of CTBYR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

3334 

646 OR 19.4 PCT. 



Mean 

87.8274 

87.9040 
87.9244 
87.9341 
87.3747 



Std Dev Cases 
.4756 2688 



.3697 
.3232 
.3140 
.7252 



1406 
582 
273 
427 



Criterion Variable CTBYR 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

104.3335 

503.5713 



D.F. 

3 

2684 



Mean 
Square 

34.7778 

.1876 



F 

185.3634 



Sig. 
,0000 



Eta 



,4143 



Eta Squared - .1716 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CTBBAT 
GROUP 



CAT77 Battery Total NCE 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Total Caaes - 3334 
Missing Cases - 940 OR 



28.2 PCT. 



Mean 

56.2627 

56.2137 
53.8077 
62.3346 
55.6264 



Std Dev 

16.1147 

15.6625 
14.7984 
18.4725 
16.9732 



Cases 

2394 

1315 
546 
260 

273 



Criterion Variable CTBBAT 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 

Square 



D.F. 

12990.1965 3 4330.0655 

608431.5399 2390 254.5739 

Eta - .1446 Eta Squared - .0209 



F 

17 .0091 



Sig. 
,0000 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of CTBRD 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

3334 

669 OR 20.1 PCT. 



Mean 

55.6319 

55,1361 
52.4550 
60.4428 
58.4918 



Std Dev 

16.5384 

16.1848 
15.8655 
17.3872 
16.9417 



Cases 

2665 

1389 
578 
271 
427 



Criterion Variable CTBRD 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

15939.6908 3 5313.2303 

712716.1982 2661 267.8377 



F Sig. 
19.8375 .0000 



Eta 



.1479 Eta Squared - .0219 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE FOUR 

CTBMAT 
GROUP 



9/27/91 



CAT77 Matheriatics Total NCE 



Mean 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Total Cases - 3334 
Missing Cases ■ 912 OR 



27.4 PCT, 



59.3468 

59.1764 
57.7942 
64.6426 
58.2271 



Std Dev 

17.7329 

17.6096 
16.5827 
19.0372 
18.4357 



Cases 

2422 

1332 
554 
263 

273 



Criterion Variable CTBMAT 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D . F . Square 

9092.2668 3 3030.7556 

752206.4038 2418 311.0862 



F 



9.7425 



Sig. 



0000 



Eta 



.1093 



Eta Squared - .0119 



2 (J!) 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of COGYR 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Year Taken 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Total Cases ■ 3334 
Missing Cases ■ 464 OR 



13.9 PCT, 



Mean 

89.5153 

89.8084 
89.7921 
89.9780 
86.6738 



Std Dev 


Cases 


1.1818 


2870 


.7549 


1587 


.7663 


683 


.2438 


318 


.7306 


282 



Criterion Variable CQGYR 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

2533.7495 

1473.0759 



Cta 



D.F, 

3 

2866 



.7 952 Eta Squared 



Mean 

Square F 
844.5832 1643.2116 

.5140 
- .6324 



Sig.. 
.0000 



4 \ » 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of COGGR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Grade When Taken 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



3334 
464 OR 



13.9 PCT, 



Mean 

3.5784 

3.8267 
3.8214 
3.9843 
1.1348 



Std Dev Cases 



1.0317 

.6837 
.7308 
.2170 
.4578 



2870 

1587 
683 
318 
282 



Criterion Variable COGGR 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



F 



D.F. 

1874.5047 3 624.8349 1518.4363 

1179.3559 2866 .4115 

Eta - .7835 Eta Squared - .6138 



Sig. 
.0000 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/-27/91 



Summaries of COGNV 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Non -Verbal Stnd Age Score 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Mean 

92.0726 

90.6584 
90.8115 
97.2070 
100.1503 



Std Dev 

14.8761 

14.5076 
'13.8131 
14.0218 
18.6123 



Cases 

2687 

1537 
663 
314 
173 



Total Cases - 3334 
Missing Cases - 647 OR 



19.4 PCT, 



Criterion Variable COGNV 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

23694.1052 

570716.7433 

Eta - .1997 



D.F. 

.3 

2683 



Mean 
Square 

7898.0351 

212.7159 



F Sig. 
37.1295 .0000 



Eta Squared 



,0399 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of COGV 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Verbal Stnd Age Score 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

'* Transfer 

3334 

623 OR 18.7 PCT, 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

88.1634 13.8504 2711 

86.9819 13.5064 1550 

86.3813 13.1056 674 

95.8025 15.0343 314 

91.8266 12.2969 173 



Criterion Variable COGV 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

24949.5558 3 8316.5186 

494921.0543 2707 182.8301 

Eta - .2191 Eta Squared - .0480 



F 

45.4877 



Sig. 
.0000 
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GRADE FOUR 



9/27/91 



Summaries of COGQ 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Quantitative Stnd Age Score 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



Total Cases - 3334 
Missing Cases ■ 624 OR 



18.7 PCT, 



Mean 

87.7934 

86.5757 
86.7700 
95.4935 
88.9133 



Std Dev 

14,7732 

14.4795 
14.2451 
14.9849 
14.9199 



Cases 

2710 

1553 
674 
310 
173 



Criterion Variable COGQ 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

21606.3794 3 7202.1265 

569625.9011 2706 210.5048 



Eta 



F Sig. 
34.2136 .0000 



1912 Eta Squared 



0365 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE FOUR 

COGPRM 
GROUP 



9/27/91 



COGAT Primary Stnd Age Score 



For Entire Population 



GRO T .#i? 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 
4 Transfer 

3334 

3204 OR 96.1 PCT. 



Mean Std Dev 

86.7846 9.7337 

83.8333 10.5063 

80.2000 13.1985 

87.5888 9.3192 



Cases 
130 

18 

5 

107 



Criterion Variable COGPRM 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

442.7627 



D.F. 
2 



Mean 

Square 

221.3813 



11779.2065 127 92.7497 

Eta « .1903 Eta Squared - .0362 



F Sig. 
2.3869 .0960 



27!i 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of CTBYR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Casts 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

2962 

418 OR 14.1 PCT, 



Mean 

87.5063 

87.7722 
87.7500 
87.8274 
86.5976 



Std Dev 

1.0273 

.7389 
.7536 
.6336 
1.3295 



Cases 

2544 

1115 
480 
365 
584 



Criterion Variable CTBYR 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

627 .1986 

2056.7008 



D.F. 
3 

2540 



Mean 

Square F Sig. 

209.0662 258.1942 .0000 
.8097 



Eta - .4834 Eta Squared - .2337 



27(J 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE SIX 

CTBBAT CAT77 Battery Total NCE 

GROUP 



9/25/91 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2962 
584 OR 



19.7 PCT. 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


51.9458 


15.6271 


2378 


50.5570 


14.7289 


1079 


49.0108 


14.3454 


464 


57.8194 


17.6589 


360 


53.5158 


15.8922 


475 



Criterion Variable CTBBAT 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

19668.9158 3 6556.3053 

560807.0863 2374 236.2288 

Eta - .1841 Eta Squared * .0339 



F 

27 .7541 



Sig. 
.0000 



FRir 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of CTBRD 
By levels or GROUP 



For Entire Population 



CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2962 
440 OR 



14.9 PCT. 



Mean 

48.7244 

46.9629 
45.1832 
53.6006 
51.9429 



Std Dev 

15.2655 

14.1837 
14.0479 
16.2686 
16.2211 



Cases 

2522 

1106 
475 
363 

578 



Criterion Variable CTBRD 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

24006.7342 3 8002.2447 

563474.7412 2518 223.7787 



F Sig. 
35.7596 .0000 



Eta ~ .2021 



Eta Squared 



0409 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of CTBRD 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2962 
440 OR 



14.9 PCT. 



Mean 

48.7244 

46.9629 
45.1832 
53.6006 
51.9429 



Std Dev 

15.2655 

14.1837 
14.0479 
16.2686 
16.2211 



Cases 

2522 

1106 
475 
363 

578 



Criterion Variable CTBRD 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 

Squares D.F. 

24006.7342 3 

563474.7412 2518 



Eta - .2021 Eta Squared 



Mean 
Square 

8002.2447 

223.7787 

.0409 



Sig. 



35.7596 .0000 



9 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CTBMAT 
GROUP 



CAT77 Mathematics Total NCE 



Mean 



Std Dev 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Hon Integrated 

2 Integrated • 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



53.3019 

52.1070 
51.0959 
58.0856 
54.5479 



15.5024 

14.8305 
14.6394 
16.7009 
16.0434 



2395 

1084 
459 
362 
480 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases « 



2962 

567 OR 19.1 PCT, 



Criterion Variable CTBMAT 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

12859.2293 



D.F. 
3 



Mean 
Square 

4286.4098 



Sig.. 



18.2208 .0000 



Within Groups 



562477 .5122 



23^1 



235.2478 



Eta - .1495 Eta Squared « .0224 



2til 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of COGYR 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Year Taken 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases ■ 

Missing Cases * 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 



2962 
354 OR 



12.0 PCT. 



Mean 

87,5211 

87.8726 
87.9584 
88.0614 

85.7035 



Std Dev 

1.4681 

1.1153 
1.1206 
.9565 
1.5524 



Cases 

2608 

1193 
529 
407 
479 



Criterion Variable COGYR 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

1949.7530 



D.F. 
3 



Mean 

Square F Sig 

649.9177 461.2552 .0000 



3669.0871 2604 1.4090 

Eta - ,5891 Eta Squared - .3470 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of COGGR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Grade When Taken 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 
Missing Cases * 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2962 

354 OR 12.0 PCT. 



Mean 

3.6599 

3.9606 
4.0851 
4.1229 
2.0480 



Std Dev 
1.3099 

.9980 
1.0011 

.8332 
1.4023 



Cases 

2608 

1193 
529 
407 
479 



Criterion Variable COGGR 



.analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Gro* ps 



Sum of 
Squares 

1535.2513 

2938.0735 



D.F. 
3 

2604 



Mean 
Square 

511.7504 

1.1283 



F 

453.5619 



Sig. 
.0000 



Eta - .5858 Eta Squared 



,3432 



9 

ERIC 



2S2 



Page 15 



GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of COGNV 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Non-Verbal Stnd Age Score 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magn« t 

4 Transfer 



2962 
861 OR 



29.1 PCT, 



Mean Std Dev 



90.4155 

88.6428 
89.4948 
96.1830 
91.1006 



14.4820 

13.9473 
13.9744 
15.1676 
14.3126 



Cases 

2101 

1075 
47* 
388 
159 



Criterion Variable COGNV 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

16765.2879 3 5588.4293 

423664.9662 2097 202.0338 



F 

27.6609 



Sig 
0000 



Eta 



.1951 



Eta Squared = .0381 



0 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of COGV 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Verbal Stnd Age Score 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2962 
857 OR 



28.9 PCT. 



Mean 

88.2755 

86.2542 
85.9423 
96.2661 
89.5975 



Std Dev 

13.6390 

12.6602 
12.8466 
14.6789 
12 .4128 



Cases 

2105 

1074 
485 
387 
159 



Criterion Variable COGV 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 

Squares D . F . 

32016.3748 3 

359373.8152 2101 



Mean 
Square 

10672 .1249 

171.0489 



F Sig. 
62.3922 .0000 



Eta 



.2860 



Eta Squared 



.0818 



9 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of COGQ 
By levela of GROUP 



COGAT Quantitative Stnd Age Score 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Oases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2962 
844 OR 



28.5 PCT, 



Mean 

87.5189 

85.5952 
85.7510 
93.8814 
90.5860 



Std Dev 

14.6629 

14.1928 
13.8227 
15.6503 
12.9640 



Cases 

2118 

1087 
486 

388 
157 



Criterion Variable COGQ 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

22725.3394 

432431.4052 

Eta - .2234 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 7575.1131 

2114 204.5560 
* 

Eta Squared - .0499 



F Sig. 
37.0320 .0000 
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GRADE SIX 



9/25/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



COGPRM 
GROUP 



CCGAT Primary Stnd Age Score 



Mean 



Std Dev 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



89.7257 



10 .3645 



4S2 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 .Transfer 



85.8842 
90.6250 
90.4000 
90.7774 



11.1735 
9.7078 
9.2875 
9.9847 



95 
32 
15 
310 



Total Cases « 
Missing Cases - 



2962 

2510 OR 84.7 PCT. 



Criterion Variable COGPRM 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 

D.F. Square 



F 



Sig. 



Between Groups 



1777.5140 



592.5047 



5.6876 



,0008 



Within Groups 



46670.4683 



448 



•104 .1752 



Eta 



.1915 



Eta Squared 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of ctbyr 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases ■ 
Missing Cases - 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

2485 

280 OR 11.3 PCT. 



Mean 
87.1837 

P7.6339 
87.5465 
87.7207 
86.1490 



Std Dev 

1.4616 

1.0248 
1.0762 
.9204 
1.7717 



Cases 

2205 

825 
333 
37 6 
671 



Criterion Variable CTBYR 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

1037.8590 

3670.7533 



Eta 



4695 



D.F. 
3 

2201 



Mean 
Square 



F 



345.9530 207.4349 



1.6678 



sig,. 

.0000 



Eta Squared ■ .2204 



9 

ERIC 



2S7 



Co .23 



Page 10 



GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CTBBAT 
GROUP 



CAT 7 7 Battery Total NCE 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2485 

364 OR 14.6 PCT, 



Mean 

54.3522 

53.5851 
51.7730 
60.5550 
52.9660 



Std Dev 

15.4907 

14.7658 
13.9585 
16.7706 
15.4634 



Cases 

2121 

805 
326 
373 
617 



Criterion Variable CTBBAT 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

18178.8802 

490541.0321 



Eta 



1890 



D.F. 

3 

2117 



Eta Squared 



Mean 
Square 

6059.6267 

231.7152 

.0357 



F 

26.1512 



Siq, 



.0000 
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GiiADE EI Gift 



9/26/91 



Summaries of CTBRD 
By levels of group 



CAT 7 7 Reading Total NCE 





Mean 


Sf.d Dev 


Cases 


For Entire Population 


49.8803 


14.3462 


2198 


GROUP 1 Non Integrated 


48.7329 


13.9102 


820 


GROUP 2 Integrated 


47.0816 


12.9714 


331 


GROUP 3 Magnet 


54.8910 


14.5436 


376 


GROUP 4 Transfer 


49.8554 


14.7488 


671 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2485 

287 OR 11.5 PCT, 



Criterion Variable CTBRD 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

13112.7155 3 4370.9052 

439056.8155 2194 200.1171 

Eta - .1703 Eta Squared - .0290 



F 

21.8417 



Sig. 
.0000 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CTBMAT 
GROUP 



CAT 7 7 Mathematics Total NCE 



Mean 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

2485 

356 OR 14.3 PCT. 



55.4260 

55.1001 
53.6951 
60.9625 
53.4330 



Std Dev 

16.6094 

15.9128 
15.7596 
17.7032 
16.5708 



Cases 

2129 

809 
328 
373 
619 



Criterion Variable CTBMAT 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

14960.7540. 3 4986.9180 

572097.8444 2125 269.2225 



F Sig. 
18.5234 .0000 



Eta - .1596 Eta Squared - .0251; 




£2*. 26 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGYR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Year Taken 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROV? 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2485 
258 OR 



10.4 PCT. 



Mean 

87.5824 

88.5371 
88.4101 
88.8454 
84.7293 



Std ~ 

2.1786 

1.4430 
1.5853 
.9543 
1.3457 



Cases 

2227 

877 
356 
414 
580 



Criterion Variable COGYR 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. Square F 

6424.8528 3 2141.6176 1149.7397 

4140.7772 2223 1.8627 

Eta - .7798 Fta Squared - .6081 



Sig. 
.0000 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGGR 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Grade When Taken 



Mean Std Dev Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Hon Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



5.6691 

6.5656 
6.4045 
6.8478 
3.0207 



2.0379 

1.3248 
1.5103 
.9145 
1.3219 



2227 

877 
356 
414 
580 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2485 

258 OR 10.4 PCT. 



Criterion Variable COGGR 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

5540.7007 

370* .3976 



Eta 



.7742 



Mean • 

D.F. Square F 

3 1846.9002 1108.3203 

2223 1.6664 
Eta Squared - .5993 



Sig-. 
.0000 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGNV 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Non-Verbal Stnd Age Score 



Mean Std Dev Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases ■ 
Missing Cases - 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2465 

459 OR 18.5 PCT. 



92.5938 

91.7148 
90.8006 
96.3951 
92.1454 



12.0744 

11.6261 
11.3760 
11.7284 
13.0103 



2026 

838 
336 
405 
447 



Criterion Variable COGNV 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Suei of 
Squares 

7669.8670 

287554.8146 



D.F. 

3 

2022 



Mean 
Square 

2556.6223 

142.2131 



F Sig. 
17.9774 .0000 



Eta 



,1612 



Eta Squared - .0260 



9 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGV 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Verbal Stnd Age Score 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases * 
Missing Cases ■ 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2485 

441 OK 17.7 PCT 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

89.4633 11.9552 2044 

86.6856 10.8636 846 

85.4985 10.4955 337 

94.1127 12.6949 408 

93.4128 11.7081 453 



Criterion Variable COGV 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

27711.0153 3 9237.0051 

264289.2328 2040 129.5535 



F 

71.2987 



Sig, 
,0000 



Eta »■ .3081 Eta Squared « .0949 
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Summaries of 
By levels of 



GRADE EIGHT 

COGQ 
GROUP 



9/26/91 



COGAT Quantitative Stnd Age Score 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases « 

Missing Cases - 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2485 

447 CR 18.0 PCT, 



FeaA 


Std Dev 


Cases 


89.7910 


13.0522 


2038 


87.4459 


12.4574 


841 


86.9677 


12.6657 


341 


94.8227 


13.3366 


406 


91.7733 


12.5481 


450 



Criterion Variable COGQ 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

19390.4088 3 6463.4696 

327632.5450 2034 161.0779 

Eta - .2364 Eta Squared - .0559 



F Sig. 
40.1263 .0000 
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GRADE EIGHT 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



COGPRM 
GROUP 



COGAT Primary Stnd Age Score 



Mean 



Std Dev 



Cases 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Tran?- "er 



87.0959 

76.3077 
79.9000 
88.3333 
88.6333 



11.8487 

7.8781 
11.5706 
10.5987 
11.5171 



146 

13 
10 

3 

120 



Total Cases - 
Missing Cases - 



•2485 
2339 OR 



94.1 PCT. 



Criterion Variable COGPRM 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

2397.6550 

17959.0026 

Eta - .3432 



D.F. 
3 

142 



Mean 
Square 

799.2183 

126.4718 



F Sig. 
6.3193 .0005 



Eta Squared 



,1178 



ERIC 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of CTBYR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

2353 

256 OR 10.9 PCT. 



Mean 

86.8393 

87.1729 
87.3061 
87.3985 
86.0863 



Std Dev 

1.8216 

1.6685 
1.6262 
1.5375 
1.9035 



Cases 
2097 

613 
330 
389 
765 



Criterion Variable CTBYR 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

695.5388 

6259.30: 

Eta * .3162 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 231.8463 
2093 2.9906 
Eta Squared - .1000 



F Sig. 
77.5253 .0000 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CTBBAT 
GROUP 



CAT 7 7 Battery Total NCE 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet. 

4 Transfer 

2353 

280 OR H.9 PCT. 



Mean 

53.7120 

50.2500 
51.8235 
57.9636 
55.1361 



Std Dev 

14.3104 

13.5101 
13.5984 
14.5514 
14.3530 



Cases 

2073 

608 
323 
385 
757 



Criterion Variable CTBBAT 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of 
Squares D.F. 

16933.6534 3 J 

407387.4176 2069 



Mean 
Square 



\r * t 



.5511 



196.9006 



F 

28.6670 



Sig. 
.0000 



Eta - .1998 Eta Squared - .0399 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of CTBRD 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



CAT? 7 Reading Total NCE 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases * 

Missing Cases « 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2353 

264 OR 11.2 PCT. 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


49.8478 


14.1370 


2089 


46.8592 


13.5625 


611 


47.3810 


14.2456 


327 


53.9227 


14.3094 


388 


51.1402 


13.7868 


763 



Criterion Vari.able CTBRD 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

14854.4193 3 4951.4731 

402441.1729 2085 193.0173 

Eta - .1887 Eta Squared - .0356 



F 

25.6530 



Sig. 
,0000 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of 
By levels of 



CTBMAT 
GROUP 



CAT 7 7 Mathematics Total NCE 



Mean 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 T tegr&ted 

3 hdgnet 

4 Transfer 



55.1365 

51.5304 
53.9052 
59.0337 
56.5784 



Std Dev 

15.4144 

15.1158 
14.4343 
14.9326 
15.6508 



Cases 
2081 

609 

327 
386 
759 



Total Cases « 
Missing Cases - 



2353 

272 OR 11.6 PCT, 



Criterion variable CTBMAT 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Squares D.F. Square 

15855.8447 3 5285.2816 

478359.3970 2077 230.3127 



F 

22.'J483 



Sig. 
.0000 



Eta 



,1791 Eta Squared - .0321 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGYR 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Year Taken 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 

Missing Cases - 



No" Integrated 
Integrated 
MagAet 
Transfer 

2353 

431 OR 18.3 PCT, 



Mean 


Std Dev 


Cases 


85.4891 


1.9339 


1922 


85.6696 


1.8132 


575 


85.6733 


1.83'-.6 


303 


86.4324 


1.5763 


370 


84.7344 


1.9729 


674 



Criterion Variable COGYR 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

742.1275 3 247.3758 

6442.1431 1918 3.3588 

Eta - .3214 Eta Squared - .1033 



73.6505 



Sig. 
.0000 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGGR 
By levels of GROUP 



COGAT Grade When Taken 



Mean 



Std Dev 



For Entire Population 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 

2353 

431 OR 18.3 PCT. 



Cases 



5 .8918 

6.1965 
6.1617 
6.5838 
5.1306 



1.6991 

1.4832 
1.4615 
1.3733 
1.8481 



1922 

575 
303 
370 
674 



Criterion Variable COGGR 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

643.2081 

4902.2820 



D.F. 
3 

1918 



Eta 



,3406 



Eta Squared 



Mean 
Square 

214.4027 

2.5559 

.1160 



F Sig-. 
83.8843 .0000 



ERIC 



3(2 



S'o .38 



Page 13 



GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGNV 
By levels of group 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Non-Verbal Stnd Age Score 



GROUP 1 

GROUP 2 

GROUP 3 

GROUP 4 

Total Cases - 

Missing Cases - 



Non Integrated 
Integrated 
Magnet 
Transfer 

2353 

453 OR 19.3 PCT, 



Mean Std Dev 



93. 395 

91.6972 
91.2601 
95.6612 
93.4463 



12.0830 

11.4851 
11.9744 
11.6872 
12.5708 



C<3.ses 

190.0 

568 
296 
366 
670 



Criterion Variable COGNV 



Analysis of Variance 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Sum of 
Squares 

4585.3896 

272666.4398 

Eta - .1286 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

3 1528.4632 
1896- 143.8114 
Eta Squared - .0165 



F Sig. 
10.6282 .0000 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGV 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Verbal Stnd Age Score 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 

Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



2353 
442 OR 



18.8 PCT. 



Mean Std Dev Cases 

90.7117 11.7563 1911 

87.4346 10.6445 573 

88.7592 11.3366 299 

93.4309 12.3681 369 

92.8881 11.6877 670 



Criterion Variable COGV 



Source 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 

13195.5795 

250788.5503 



Eta 



,2236 



D.F. 
3 

1907 



Mean 
Square 

4398.5265 

131.5095 



F Sig. 
33.4465 .0000 



Eta Squared 



0500 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGQ 
By levels of GROUP 



For Entire Population 



COGAT Quantitative Stnd Age Score 



Mean Std Dev 



GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 
GROUP 



1 Non Integrated 

2 Integrated 

3 Magnet 

4 Transfer 



91.4958 

89.3538 
89.0336 
93.6902 
93.2138 



12.7184 

12.4926 
12.1815 
13.0742 
12.4903 



Cases 

1906 

571 
298 
368 
669 



Total Cases 
Missing Cases 



2353 

447 OR 15.0 PCT, 



Criterion Variable COGQ 



Source 



Between Groups 



Within Groups 



Analysis of Variance 



Sum of 
Squares 



Mean 
Square 



D.F. 

8173.1443 3 2724.3814 

299973.3221 1902 157.7147 

Eta » .1629 Eta Squared - .0265 



F 



Sig. 



17.2741 .0000 



ERIC 
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GRADE TEN 



9/26/91 



Summaries of COGPRM COGAT Primary Stnd Age Score 
By levels of GROUP 



Mean Std Dev Cases 



For Entire Population 



87.0000 2.8284 



GROUP 
GROUP 



2 Integrated 
4 Transfer 



85.0000 
89.0000 



.0000 
.0000 



1 
1 



Total Cases - 2353 
Missing Cases - 2351 OR 99.9 PCT. 



Criterion Variable COGPRM 

Too few cases - Analysis of Variance cancelled 



*************************************** 
* 
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SPSS/PC+ The Statistical Package for IBM PC 11/7/91 

No. of Months in Transfer Program -items and achievement data 

Page 7 GRADE FOUR CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT1 .0886 
( 591) 
P= .031 

IT2 .0646 / 

( 591) 
P« .117 

IT3 .0470 
( 587) 
P= .256 

IT4 .0423 
( 573) 
P- .312 

IT5 .0577 
( 584) 
P* .164 

IT6 .0345 
( 578) 
P- .408 

(T7 .0506 
( 577) 
P- .225 

IT8 .0292 
( 577) 
P= .484 



3uS 



.37,2 



Page 11 GRADE FOUR CORRELATIONS 



11/7/91 



Correlations: MTHSTRAN 



IT9 



.0603 
( 581) 
P- .146 



IT10 



.0410 
( 573) 
P- .327 



IT11 



.0582 



( 582) 
P- .161 

IT12 -.0006 
( 581) 
P- .989 

IT13 .0541 
( 580) 
P- .193 

IT14 -.0175 
( 583) 
P- .674 

IT1 5 .0363 
( 582) 
P- .382 

IT16 -.0859 
( 587) 
P- .037 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . M is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 13 GRADE FOUR CORRELATIONS 1 1/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT17 .0200 
( 585) 
P- .630 

IT18 .0119 
( 587) 
P» .773 

IT19 .1021 
( 590) 
P- .013 

IT20 .0405 
( 585) 
P= .328 

IT21 -.0134 
( 584) 
P- .747 

IT22 -.0099 
( 583) 
P- .81 1 

IT23 .0096 
( 576) 
P» .819 

IT24 .0138 
( 571) 
P» .741 

(Coefficient / (Ca^es) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



er|c 3;o 



Page 15 GRADE FOUR CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

!T25 .0745 
( 573) 
P- .075 



IT26 -.0334 
( 581) 
P- .422 

IT27 .0206 
( 579) 
P- .62 1 

IT28 .0815 
( 588) 
P» .048 

IT29 .0278 
( 586) 
P« .502 

TREADS .0604 
( 573) 
P» .149 

VOCABS .061 1 
( 576) 
P- .143 

COMPRS .0595 
( 577) 
P« .154 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 17 GRADE FOUR CORRELATIONS 1T/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

TMATHS .0137 
( 563) 
P« .745 

CNCPTS .0385 
( 574) 
P= .358 

COMPUTS .0094 
( 572) 
P« .823 

MATHAPS -.0060 
( 566) 
P- .887 

WRTSC -.0264 
( 600) 
P= .519 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 31 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT1 -.0585 
( 662) 
P- .132 

IT2 -.0452 
( 659) 
P* .246 

IT3 .0626 
( 649) 
P- .111 

IT4 -.0072 
( 658) 
P« .853 

IT5 -.0769 
( 655) 
P- .049 

IT6 .0083 
( 659) 
P= .832 

IT7 -.0524 
( 664) 
P- .177 

IT8 -.0727 
( 658) 
P- .062 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . M is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 33 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

!T9 -.0247 
( 657) 
P« .528 

IT10 -.0289 
( 653) 
P= 461 

IT11 -.0183 
( 661) 
P- .638 

IT12 .0470 
( 653) 
P= .230 

IT13 .0370 
( 660) 
P~ .342 



IT14 .0262 
( 658) 
P= .502 

IT15 .0290 
( 660) 
P» .457 

IT16 .0269 
( 654) 
P=* .492 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 

3 it 



Page 35 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT17 .0636 
( 650) 
P- .105 

IT18 -.0088 
( 665) 
P- .821 

IT19 .0153 
( 666) 
P- .693 

IT20 -.0456 
( 660) 
P» .242 

IT21 .0069 
( 654) 
P- .861 

IT22 -.0169 
( 652) 
P- .667 

IT23 -.0397 
( 658) 
P» .310 

IT24 .0048 
( 652) 
P- .903 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
M . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 37 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT25 -.0612 
( 656) 
P« .117 

IT26 .0087 
( 655) 
P= .824 

IT27 .0555 
( 648) 
P- .158 

IT28 -.0210 
( 648) 
P« .593 

IT29 -.1235 
( 650) 
P« .002 

IT30 -.0553 
( 656) 
P= .157 

IT31 .0034 
( 661) 
P= .931 

IT32 -.021 1 

( 657) 
P- .589 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 39 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT33 -.0419 
( 653) 
P- .285 

IT34 -.0001 
( 644) 
P- .998 

IT35 -.0037 
( 656) 
P- .925 

IT36 .0214 
( 649) 
P- .587 

IT37 -.0019 
( 662) 
P« .962 

IT38 -.0167 
( 649) 
P- .670 

IT39 .01 30 

( 656) 
P« .739 

IT40 -.0004 
( 650) 
P- .992 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
• . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 41 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT41 .0261 
( 651) 
P- .506 

IT42 -.0572 
( 650) 
P» .145 

IT43 -.0034 
( 654) 
P- .930 

IT44 -.0040 
( 646) 
P- .918 

IT45 .1013 
( 650) 
P- .010 

IT46 -.0286 
( 647) 
P» .468 

IT47 .0216 
( 658) 
P- .579 

IT48 -.0004 
( 656) 
P- .993 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
w . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



Page 43 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT49 -.0194 
( 655) 
P- .621 

IT50 -.0027 
( 642) 
P« .946 

IT51 -.0123 
( 659) 
P- .753 

IT52 .01 55 

( 655) 
P- .692 

IT53 -.0433 
( 655) 
P- .269 

TREADS .0820 
( 635) 
P= .039 

VOCABS .0702 
( 639) 
P* .076 

COMPRS .0788 
( 639) 
P« .046 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



Page 45 GRADE SIX CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

TMATHS .0498 
( 641) 
P- .208 

CNCPTS -.0100 
( 643) 
P= .800 

COMPUTS .0159 
( 647) 
P« .686 

MATHAPS .0999 
( 645) 
P» .01 1 

WRTSC .0024 
( 669) 
P» .951 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 



Page 58 GRADE EIGHT CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 
IT1 .0368 
( 664) 
P* .344 

IT2 .0771 
( 663) 
P~ .047 

IT3 .0714 
( 655) 
P» .068 

IT4 -.0289 
( 659) 
P- .458 

!T5 -.0252 
( 653) 
P- .520 

IT6 .0254 
( 656) 
P- .516 

IT7 -.0062 
( 657) 
P= .874 

IT8 .0198 
( 655) 
P= .612 

IT9 -.0174 
( 661) 
P« .655 

IT10 .0159 
( 652) 
P= .686 



ERIC 



3?1 



IT11 -.0296 
( 657) 
P= .449 

IT12 -.0032 
( 655) 
P« .935 



1T13 



.0266 
( 661) 
P- .494 



ITU 



.0761 
( 657) 
P« .051 



IT15 



.1237 
( 659) 
P= .001 



IT16 



-.0116 
( 654) 
P- .766 



!T17 



.0013 
( 652) 
P- .975 



IT18 



.0677 
( 659) 
P= .082 



IT19 



-.0176 
( 663) 
P* .652 



IT20 



.0 >55 
( 660) 
P= .243 



Page 63 GRADE EIGHT CORRELATIONS 1 1/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT21 -.0452 
( 658) 
P- .247 

IT22 -.0323 
( 653) 
P» .410 

IT23 .0178 
( 660) 
P- .648 

IT24 -.0162 
( 653) 
P« .680 

IT25 -.0572 
( 659) 
P» .143 

IT26 -.1199 
( 655) 
P« .002 

IT27 .0248 
( 659) 
P« .525 

IT28 .0195 
( 650) 
P« .620 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
- . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



ERIC 



Page 65 GRADE EIGHT CORRELATIONS 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 



IT29 .0145 
( 654) 
P« .712 

IT30 .0192 
( 658) 
P= .624 

IT31 .0620 
( 657) 
P« .112 

IT32 -.0072 
( 658) 
P« .854 

IT33 -.0017 
( 659) 
P-. .965 

IT34 .0061 
( 656) 
P= .876 

IT35 -.0219 
( 655) 
P« .576 

IT36 .0422 
( 655) 
P* .281 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 

3 J 1 



Page 67 GRADE EIGHT CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT37 .0297 
( 661) 
P- .446 

IT38 -.0012 
( 655) 
P- .975 

IT39 .0024 
( 651) 
P- .951 

IT40 -.0343 
( 658) 
P« .330 

IT41 .0342 
( 655) 
P- .382 

IT42 .0431 
( 657) 
P- .270 

IT43 -.0697 
( 654) 
P- .075 

IT44 -.0555 
( 649) 
P- .158 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



Page 69 GRADE EIGHT CORRELATIONS 1t/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT45 .0804 
( 653) 
P« .040 

IT46 -.0713 
( 653) 
P- .069 

IT47 .0591 
( 655) 
P- .131 

IT48 .0227 
( 656) 
P« .562 

IT49 -.0536 
( 657) 
P- .170 

IT50 .0718 
( 653) 
P= .067 

IT51 .0437 
( 660) 
P- .263 

IT52 .0638 
( 657) 
P» .102 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



o 3 2 f ; 

ERIC 



57. 20 



Page 71 GRADE EIGHT CORRELATIONS 1 V7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT53 .0173 
( 660) 
P. .658 

TREADS .0431 
( 651) 
P- .272 

VOCABS .0728 
( 653) 
P- .063 

COMPRS .0273 
( 655) 
P- .485 

TMATHS -.0233 
( 644) 
P- .556 

CNCPTS -.0375 
( 655) 
P= .338 

COMPUTS -.0466 
( 652) 
P- .235 

MATHAPS .0377 
( 646) 
P- .339 

WRTSC .0302 
( 665) 
P= .437 
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327 



Page 85 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT1 .0140 
( 660) 
P- .719 

IT2 -.0095 
( 660) 
P= .808 

IT3 -.0038 
( 645) 
P- .924 

IT4 .0177 
( 649) 
P= .652 

IT5 -.0346 
( 653) 
P- .377 

IT6 .0522 
( 651) 
P= .183 

IT7 -.0112 
( 659) 
P* .775 

IT8 -.0516 
( 655) 
P» .187 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



ERIC 3 Z b 



Page 87 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT9 -.0518 
( 656) 
P. .185 

IT10 -.0463 
( 651) 
P- .238 

IT1 1 -.0052 
( 656) 
P- .895 

IT12 -.0110 
( 648) 
P- .780 

IT13 .0208 
( 658) 
P- .594 

IT14 .0216 
( 658) 
P= .580 

IT15 .0704 
( 659) 
P- .071 

IT16 .0282 
( 654) 
P« .471 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



ERIC 



.<7.23 



Page 89 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT17 -.0101 
( 656) 
P- .796 

IT18 .0394 
( 660) 
P» .313 

IT19 -.0224 
( 659) 
P« .567 

IT20 .0723 
( 659) 
P« .063 

IT21 -.0157 
( 653) 
P- .689 

IT22 .0046 
( 651) 
P= .907 

IT23 .0479 
( 646) 
P- .224 

IT24 -.0225 
( 648) 
P* .568 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



ERIC 



57, 24 



Page 91 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT25 -.0174 
( 656) 
P- .656 

IT26 -.0400 
( 650) 
P-.309 

IT27 .0052 
( 655) 
P- .895 

IT28 -.0107 
( 653) 
P- .784 

IT29 -.0164 
( 652) 
P- .675 

IT30 .0291 
( 650) 
P- .458 

IT31 .0746 
( 658) 
P» .056 

IT32 .0327 
( 652) 
P- .404 

(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 
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Page 93 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 



IT33 -.0190 
( 657) 
P- .626 

IT34 -.0134 
( 651) 
P= .732 

IT35 -.0599 
( 653) 
P« .126 

IT36 .0028 
( 651) 
P« .942 

IT37 .0498 
( 654) 
P* .203 

IT38 .0423 
( 650) 
P= .282 

IT39 .0248 
( 650) 
P» ,529 

IT40 .0573 
( 651) 
P« .144 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



Page 95 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT41 .0114 
( 652) 
P- .771 

IT42 -.0022 
( 653) 
P- .954 

IT43 -.1598 
( 647) 
P- .000 

IT44 -.1248 
( 650) 
P- .001 

IT45 .1066 
( 651) 
P- .006 

IT46 -.0961 
( 644) 
P« .015 

IT47 -.0250 
( 655) 
P- .523 

IT48 -.0501 
( 650) 
P- .202 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 



<l , 27 



Page 97 GRADE TEN CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 
Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

IT49 -.0652 
( 656) 
P- .095 

IT50 -.0112 
( 656) 
P- .775 

IT51 .0630 
( 657) 
P- .107 

IT52 -.0149 
( 655) 
P- .704 

IT53 .0030 
( 656) 
P- .939 

TREADS .0556 
( 636) 
P= .162 

VOCABS .0483 
( 639) 
P= .223 

COMPRS .0466 
( 641) 
P= .238 



9 

ERIC 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-iailed Significance) 
" . " is printed if a coefficient cannot be computed 

3:m 



37,28 



Page 99 GRADE TFN CORRELATIONS 11/7/91 

Correlations: MTHSTRAN 

TMATHS .0718 
( 621) 
P- .074 

CNCPTS 

( 0) 
P«. 

COMPUTS 

( 0) 
P-. 

MATHAPS .0117 
( 104) 
P« .906 

WRTSC -.0130 
( 677) 
P« .735 



(Coefficient / (Cases) / 2-tailed Significance) 



ERIC 



315 



